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LETTERS 


ADDRESSED TO 
MR. JOHN GLAS, 
Lag gcd te 
DISSERTATION ON INFANT-BAPTISM. 


‘Written in the year 1766. 


ee re 

And the Eunuch faid, See, here is water 5 what doth hinder me to be 
baptized? And Philip faid, Zf thou believeff with all thine heart, 
thou mayeft. Adts viii. 36, 37. 


. ' 8 it 


,? 


nat ee ae hominy 


“% Pate Hoek 7% : 


“ah Ses Sst Reh clan cielenaact tained bi 


Sask ool Wo Attar ‘ernind ot bidd qilidt fine 


ea share hi? Pa 


PR ye Ek: Ac-@oE: 
ei 


O assign reasons, or make an apology 

for publishing the following letters, 

is altogether needless. If I have truth on 

my side, the importance of the subject, and 

the general inattention paid to. it, (espe¢i- 

ally in Scotland) will sufficiently justify me: 
if I have not, all apologies are vain. 


__ Ir is indeed a pretty common observation, 
That little benefit or edification results from 
religious controversies. This is held as an 
indisputable_maxim by those who are set- 
tled on their lees, and wish not to be dis- 
turbed ;. whose cool indifferency indicates 
their having little at stake, or whose unli- 
mited charity is equally courteous to truth 
and error; yet I cannot be persuaded 
that this sage maxim admits of no excep- 
tion. The most important revolution that 
ever happened in the world, was brought 
about by means of controversy, disputes 
B2 
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and contention *; and afterwards, when 
Antichrist had slain the witnesses, quashed 
the controversy, and cursed all around him 
into implicit faith, these horrid chains of 
darkness were again burst asunder by a free 
imquiry into the scriptures, and a contend- 
ing earnestly for the faith once delivered to 
the saints. 


Bur whatever may be said of controversy, 
it may be presumed, that the person who 
can stand neutral in all religious disputes, 
must either have no creed at all, or hold it 
very cheap. 


As the controversy about baptism has 
been agitated occasionally in other parts of 
the world for these fifteen centuries past, I 
have not the vanity to imagine that any 
thing advanced in the following letters will 
finally decide the matter; for I am fully 
persuaded, that there are other principles 
of opposition to truth in human nature than 
simple ignorance. 


A publication in behalf of the scripture 
ordinance of baptism, I believe, is a perfec 
novelty in Scotland. Many tras have 
been published on the other side of the 


® Adis ix. 22» Xvii, 17. and xix, 8, 9. 
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question in this: country, which one would. 
think were altogether needless, as hitherto 
there was no appearance of opposition. 
This however may be accounted for, if we 
may suppose that these authors. were ap- 
prehenfive of some defe& in the scripture 
evidence for infant-baptism, and found it 
necessary to supply that defect by argument, 
though a little reflection might have con- 
vinced them, that the only evidence of a 
positive institution is the clear expressed 
will of the institutor. 

My present controversy is chiefly with 
INDEPENDENTS, who profess to believe, That 
Christ’s kingdom is not of this world; and 
that the carnal birth does not distinguish 
his, subjects, nor entitle to spiritual privi- 
leges: these especially will discern the pro- 
priety of the arguments and feel their 
weight. 


As for the national church, I have little 
quarrel with her on this head, it being 
equally reasonable that the children of the 
flesh should be counted for the seed, as that 
a nation of this world should be counted a 
visible church of Christ. For whilst it is 
supposed, that the kingdoms of this world, 
which assume the name Curist1an, do, in 
some sense, succeed the Jewish Theocracy, 
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and are interested in the covenant of ‘cir- 
cumcision, it will be hard to convince them, 
that the command to circumcise Jewish im- 
fants does not equally warrant the was oe! 
of theirs. . 


I hope the reader will not satisfy himself 
with carping at occasional inadvertencies, 
but candidly consider the scope and force: 
of the arguments, and especially the scrip- 
tures adduced in support of them. 


Ir what I have advanced in these Letters 
nave a tendency to free any of the.subjects 
of Christ from human inventions, and rouse 
their attention to the unerring rule, my end 
is gained. 


GLascow, 1766. 


ors LiigEss WylB. BsRioq Tod: 01 
aol iar 


is now a confiderable time fince I read and con- 
*. fidered your ,excellent Treatife, entitled, The 
‘TrestimMony of the Kinc of Martyrs, €s°c. which I 
take tobe a moft judicious and {criptural illuftration 
of our Lord’s good confeflion, which he witnefled 
before Pontius Pilate, concerning his. kingdom, as 
diftinguifhed from the J. ewifh Theocracy, the king- 
doms of this world, and,the falfe churches that now 
bear, that,form. |, Holding the analogy betwixt type 
and,antitype. in your!eye, the fcripture evidence 
beams in upon you from,every quarter to fupport 
the main point, -whilft: you, unfhackled. by human 
fyftems, admit it in ‘its genuine and fimple meaning. 
The reading of this..excellent treatife gave me 
vaft fatisfaCtion, and. prepofleffled me: witha favour 
able bias.in behalf of your-other writings: fuppof- 
ing you ftill to, purfue.the principles upon which 
you fet out, I was unwilling to admit any fuch fenfe 
of your words as feemed to deviate from them. 

_ Thus you may fee with what favourable impref- 
fions I. proceeded to perufe the reft of your works ; 
and indeed, I was not difappointed in many * of your 
tracts, which contain a plain and {criptural view of the 
doctrine, order, and worthip of the apeftolic churches, 
till Larrived atyour third volume, whereI found apiece 
on Catholic Charity, and a letter entitled, The Rule of 


* I fay, “many, becaufe there ave feveral:thinys exceptionable, 
and particularly a little tra in the fecond vohime, entitled, Su/va- 
tion to a Betiever’s Houfe. ; 
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Forbearance defended, in both which you feem to me to 
confine the apoftolic direCtions refpecting forbear- 
ance, to the peculiar difputes that arofe betwixt 
the Jews and Gentiles about the lawfulnefs of meats 
and days. 

When I compared this with what you had ad- 
vanced before on that head, in the Te/timony of the 
King of Martyrs +, I could not but obferve a mani- 
feft inconfiftency betwixt them. However, I was 
unwilling to judge rafhly in this affair, thinking it 
unlikely you fhould publifh contradi€tory principles. 
in one and the fame edition of your works. 

But, proceeding to your fourth volume ¢, I found 
4 Difertation on Infant-bapti{m, which I confidered 
with care and attention ; and ‘the rather, as £ was 
never fully fatisfied with any thing I had formerly 
read on that fubjeét; and being defirous of further 
light into it, I had fome hope you would produce 
fuch evidence in its behalf from: {cripture, as would 
remove my fcruples, eftablifh me in the received 
opinion, and enable me to bring my infants to bap- 
tifm in faith: But-/how great was my difappoint- 
ment when I found, that your main arguments for 
the baptifm of infants ftood in oppofition to the 
{criptures, as well as to the leading fentiment con- 
tended for in the Teffimony of the King of Martyrs! 

As the feripture view of baptifm has hitherto been 
but little attended to in Scotland, and as you have 
contributed your part to ftrengthen the prejudices 
of men againft it, anfomuch, that fome of your adhe- 
rents have boafted of this Differtation as unanfwer- 
able, I fhall, according to my ability, follow you ftep 
by: ftep through the whole of your arguments, and 


} Glas’s Works, vol. I..p. 123,324, firit edit. 
4 P. 192-210. 
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accommodate my anfwers to the nature and manner 
of them, without either artfully evading their force, 
or wilfully perverting their meaning. 

I fhall conclude this introductory epiftle, by ftat- 
ing what appears to me to be the fcripture view of 
baptifm. And, 

1. Baptifm is an ordinance, inftituted by the Lord 
Jefus Chrift, under the new and better covenant, 
which belongs only to the apparent fubjeéts of that 
covenant, upon the profeffion of their faith in Chrift, 
and obedience to him ; being a fign and reprefenta- 
tion to them of the cleanfing efficacy of his bleod, 
‘and regenerating operations of his Spirit, and fo of 
their haying communion with, and conformity to 
him in his death, burial, and refurre€tion, by dy- 
ing unto fin and diving unto righteoufnefs. Matth. 
yxviii. 19. As vill. 37. Rem. vi. 4. Col. ii. 12. 

_ 2. The name into which believers are to be baptiz- 
ed, is that.of the Father, Son, and Holy Ghoft. Mat. 


SEV. ID. © 

3- The action termed baptifin is fieliwecbon, or dip- 
ing of the body in water, as appears from the pro- 
per acceptation of the Greek word, and from the 
circumftances of our Lord’s baptifm, Matth. iii. 16. 
and thofe of the eunuch’s, Acts viii. 38, 39. as 
alfo from the allufions made to it as a burial and re- 
furrection, Rom, vi. 3, 4, Col. it. 12. 

Now, whether infants are the proper fubjects of 
this ordinance or not, fhall be confidered in the fub- 
fequent letters. Meantime, I am, 


SiR, 
Your, &&'s. 


LET TER. IL: 


SIR, 

N the Introdu@tion to your ‘Différtation- on In- 

fant-baptifm, you make az ob/ervation on feveral 
queftions and difputes about baptifm. But I have no 
‘concern with any thing there, excepting the alt 
‘paragraph, where you obferve, 

That “ the denying of infant-baptifm comes of 
‘making the falvation by baptifm to lie in fome- 
‘thing elfe than the thing fignified; even that, 
whatever it be, which diftinguifhes the adult Chrif- 
tian from his infant : though our ‘Lord exprefsly de- 
“clares, that we muft enter his kingdom even as in- 
fants enter it. The firft’ oppofition that we hear . 
orto-mfant-baptif{m, turned falvation upor an eh« 
tire fort of believing, whereof infants are incapa~ 
ble; whereas there is not any true-faith,-or fin= 
cere confeflion of the faith, but that alone which 
acknowledges, that falvation lies only and wholly 
in the thing fignified in baptifm. And, if we en- 
quire how that thing faves us ? our Lord anfwers, 
Juft as it faves our infants. -The denial of infant- 
baptifm mutt have always proceeded from a dif- 
belief of this.” 

Anfw. 1. If we maintain that infants obtain fal- 
vation by the fovereign free grace of God, through 
the fufferings, death, and refurre€tion of Chrift, 
without regard to any outward ordinance, how 
does it follow, that their falvation lies not only and 
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wholly-in the thing fignified to the adult in bap- 
tifm, but in fomething elfe ? 
_ 2. If we deny infant-baptifm, teeta it is nei- 
ther commanded nor exemplified in fcripture ; be-=_ 
caufe infants can give no evidence that they are the 
proper fubjects of baptifm, and becaufe it cannot 
be a fign.to them of the thing fignified ; will it 
therefore follow, that when they become vifible 
believers, and can difcern baptifm to reprefent fal= 
vation by the death and refurrection of Chrift; I 
fay, will it then fairly follow, that their falvation 
mu(ft turn upon fomething elfe than the death and 
refurrection of Chrift, which, is reprefented to 
them in that ordinance, or upon any thing about 
themfelves diftinguifhing them from infants ? Cer- 
tainly it will not: that which gives the anfwer of 
a good confcience to the adult believer in baptifm, 
mutt be the very fame thing with that which faves 
infants. 

3: If. an explicit profeffion of the faiths a dif- 
cerning of the thing fignified, and an engagement 
to pui off the body of the fins of the flefh, be qua- 
lifications which turn the falvation of the adult 
upon a different footing from that of infants, or the 
thing fignified in baptifm; then, by neceflary con- 
fequence, thefe things are not to be required in 
the adults, either in order to baptifm or the Lord’s 
fupper.. But if you require thefe things in adults, 
you muft either admit that your charge againft the 
Baptifts is groundlefs, or that you are guilty of the 
fame thing. 

4 Though we own, that the thing fignified in 
baptifm faves infants juft as it faves adults, yet we 
deny infant-baptifm; for we diftinguifh betwixt 
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the thing fignified and the fign fignifying ; the former 
is beftowed upon all the elect of God, whether 
adults or infants; the latter belongs to thofe who 
appeat to be fuch, atid cant difcerm its meaning, 
who are only the adult. Again, we diftinguiffy 
betwixt the objects of God’s everlafting love, and the 
vifible fubjetts of gofpel ordinances ; the former aré 
known with certainty only to God; the latter are 
known to men by the: vifible perfonal chara€ters 
whereby. he hath pomted them out in his word. 

To affirm then, that the denial of infant-bap- 
tifm muft have always proceeded from a difbelief 
that falvation lies only and wholly in the thing fig- 
nified i baptifm, is both an uncharitable and 
groundlefs affertion. 

5. This accufation might with equal colour of 
reafon be retorted upon the Pedobaptifts: For 
they require the faith and profeflion of the parent. 
in order to warrant the baptifm of his infant, Bap- 
tifls require a pérfonal profeffion, while Pedobaptifts 
faftain a vicarious one; but as this laft is alfo fome- 
thing “ elfe than the thing fignified,” and which 
the adult Chriftian performs for his infant, fo 
there is the fame ground for the above affertion in 
this cafe as in the other. The only way therefore 
to get rid of this charge is to pay no regard to any 
profeffion of faith in otder to baptifm. 

6. Infant-baptifm was at firft introduced upon 
the fuppofed neceffity of it to falvation, which cer- 
tainly was making falvation to lie in the outward 
ordinance rather than in the thing fignified there- 
“by; at leaft it was making the thing fignified to be 
unavailable without the fign. 
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- But they had not then learned to confine the fal- 
vation by baptifm to that, whatever it be, which 
diftinguifhes the infants of believers from thofe of 
infidels; though indeed they were at no lofs; for 
the ancient neceffity of baptism to salvation, is by far 
a better argument than the modern covenant holi- 
mess, Or- salvation to a believer's house. Nor can I 
fee how Infant-baptifm could ever take place upon 
fuch arguments as are moftly ufed by Proteftants 
in fupport of it at this day; and therefore I think 
it not very grateful in modern Pedebaptifts to con- 
demn the original principle from which their fa- 
yourite inftitution received its exiftence. I am, 


Sir, 


You TS) ° Ese, 


bh ald Ns bt id soa 


Soli, ci 

have been carefully confidering the firft fe€tion 

of your Differtation, which contains a fcheme of 
the controverfy, and fiate of the queftion about fcripture 
precept and example. You fay, 

«The whole plea again{ft infant-baptifm comes 
to this, That there is neither particular exprefs pre- 
cept nor indifputable example for it in the New 
'Teftament, where baptifm is infeparably connected 
with a profeflion of the faith, which infants. are not 
capable to make.” 

Anf. Though our whole plea came only to what | 
you mention, it would be fufficient to refute in- 
fant-baptifm: for when we confider how particu- 
lar and exprefs God’s injunctions were, with re- 
fpe&t to every circumftance of the old covenant 
rituals, we can never imagine, that fuch an impor- 
tant ordinance of the new covenant, would be left, 
as a matter of doubtful difputation, to be gathered 
only from dark and inconclufive hints, or dubious 
confequences. 

But the truth is, there is neither precept nor ex« 
ample, direct nor indirect, particular nor general, 
exprefled nor implied, in either the Old Teftament 
or the New, in favours of infant-baptifm:; fo that 
our plea againft it comes to more than you imagine. 
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« All this (you fay) may be owned, at the fame 
time that the inference from it is denied.” 

Here then you give up with exprefs precept and 

indifputable example; but then you deny the in- 
ference, wz. That infants ought not to be baptized; 
becaufe you think, that, by the fame argument, we 
might debar women from the Lord’s fupper: for 
you fay, “ We can no more fhew, by exprefs par- 
ticular precept, or indifputable example, that Chrif- 
tian women are included in the precept, Do this in 
remembrance of me, and Drink ye all of it, than we 
can prove, by fuch precept or example, that Chrif- 
tian infants are comprehended in the precept, Bap- 
tizing them.” And then you make no fcruple to affert, 
That we have the fame evidence for infants their 
being members of Chrift’s body, as we have of be- 
lieving women’s being fuch. But to this it may 
be anfwered, 
1. That Chriftian women are manifefted to be 
- fubjets of gofpel ordinances by a personal profes 
‘sion and charaéter, anfwerable to what the fcrip- 
ture requires; but infants, as they can make no 
fuch profeffion, fo the flefhly birth be it of whom 
it may, cannot denominate them fubje@s ef bap- 
tifm, any more than it can evidence their being 
seni again. 

2. The feripture exprefsly tells us, That there is 
nq F aicBhon of male and female among thofe who 
are one in Chrift Jefus, Gal. iii. 28. whil‘t it makes 
a very wide diftinction betwixt the natural and fpiri- 
tual feed, and fhews, that the former, as fuch, have 
no right to the privileges of the latter, Rom. ix. 
6, 7. Gal. it. 29. Now,if the {cripture denies that 
there is any diftinction of fexes in the one body of 
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Chrift, it is certainly wrong in you to make fuch an wn- 

fcriptural diftintion in order to confound a rea/ one, 
which ftill fubfifts betwixt. infants and adult vifible 
believers, with refpect to gofpel ordinances, as both 
the vifible characters required, and the nature and 
defign of thefe ordinances fhew. 

3. You cannot but be fenfible, that the precept, 
Let a man examine himfelf, and fo let him eat, &c. 
(1 Cor. xi. 28.) includes both fexes ; for the word 
there tranflated Man, is not ame, which is reftriéted 
to the male fex in diftin@tion from the female, but 
\avSeanes, which is the common gender, and com- — 
prehends both male and female, except where fome 
particular circumftance in the text reftri€ts the fenfe. 
Elere then the precept for eating the Lord’s fupper 
is as exprefsly directed to Chriftian women as it is to 
men. But I might have fpared myfelf this remark ; 
for 1am perfuaded that the weakeft woman, that 
reads her Englifh Bible, can be at no lofs to fee, 
that the word Aan frequently les eras both : 
fexes. 

‘ Now (fay you) as foon as we leah to fies 
warrant for any fuch thing in this manner,’we muft 
depart from the. principle that every oppofer of in- 
fant-baptifm fets out upon, viz. That fuch an ex- 
prefs precept, ‘and fuch a plan example i is neceflary 
to fhew the warrant for it.’ 

Anfw. So it feems you are obliged to depart from 
precept and example .at the very outfet of; your 
journey. 

Iam not at all furprifed you fhould depart i 
the principle we fet out upon; but I'muft obferve 
that in fo doing, you have been obliged alfo to de- 
port from the principle which you yourself fet out 
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upon when you left the national church. In your 
f{peech before the commiflion of the general affem- 
bly you give the following reafon for not fubfcrib- 
ing the Formula, viz. “ becaufe I cannot fee precept 
or example in fcripture for the government of this 
national church by kirk-feflions, prefbyteries, pro- 
vincial and national fynods. And if it fhould be 
my opinion, that it requires precept or example in 
God’s word for fuch a government, to warrant me 
to declare that it is founded in that word ;———I 
fee no propofition in the public ftandards of the 
church that condemns this *.” Now, Sir, I afk, 
Why do you depart, in ftating the controverfy 
about infant-baptifm, from that very principle, 
without which (by your own confeflion) you have 
no warrant to declare that it is founded in the word 
of God? 

You take notice of another troublefome princi- 
ple of the Baptifts, viz. «* That baptifm is infepara- 
bly connected in the New Teftament with a pro- 
fefion of the faith, which infants are not capable 
to make.” 

You might have anfwered this as the former, 
by telling us, ‘hat we have no inftance in fcrip- 
ture of women making an exprefs profe/lion of their 
faith before their receiving the Lord’s fupper; and 
why fhould we require it of infants before baptifm ? 
But this would be too bare-faced, and therefore 
-you fay, “It may be owned, that baptifm cannot 
be adminiftered to any, but upon a confeflion by 
which the baptized can be called disciples accord- 
ing to the feriptures: for it can well be faid, thar 


-* Glas’s Works, vol. I. p. 222. 
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infants are to be baptized upon a profeffion of the 
faith by which the fcripture warrants us to account 
them difciples with their parents, as well as to look 
on them, with their believing parents, as holy and 
of the kingdom of heaven, or the true church, in-. 
to which all Chriftians are baptized.” 

The neceflity of a profeflion in order to baptifm, 
it feems, may be owned : but how can it be owned, 
without denying baptifm to thofe who cannot make 
a profeflion? For this you have a curious /a/vo at 
hand, without which you would never have owned 
it, viz. Though infants canno: profefs the faith, yet 
their parents can do it for them; and this warrants 
us to account them difciples, and baptize them. 
This is indeed ftrange reafoning. 

Difciples are made by teaching : 

Believing parents are taught: 

Therefore, their children are difciples, and may 
be baptized. 

But there is no affinity between the conclufion 
and the premifes, and fo it ameunts only to a bare 
affertion or begging of the queftion. 

However, by granting that a profeffion is necef- 
fary to infant-baptifm, you entirely overthrow what 
you charge upon us in the introduction, elfe you 
are guilty of the fame thing. For if you will not 
baptize infants, without the profeflion of the pa- 
rents, then itis evident that you hold fomething ne- 
ceflary to baptifm whereof infants are incapable, even 
that profefion which the parents make in their 
ftead, and that fazth of which it is the profeflion.— 
May we not then, with equal juftice, retort, ‘That 
the requiring fuch a profeflion of the parent in or- 
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der to the baptifm of his infant, comes of making 
the falvation by baptifm to lie in fomething. elfe 
than the thing fignified ; even in that, whatever it 
be, which the adult Chriftian muft perform for his 
infants, and which gives them a right to baptifm 
in diftin€tion from the children of infidels. But I 
muft take notice of your fcripture proof for the © 
difciplefhip of infants. 

“For when the Judaizers fought to have the 
Gentile Chriftians circumcifed ‘to keep the law, as 
neceflary to their falvation by Chrift, Peter faid to 
them, Why tempt ye God, to put a yoke upon the neck 
of the difciples. But the Judaizers were feeking to 
have this yoke laid upon the infants of the believ- 
ing parents; and therefore Peter, who received 
the command to baptize difciples, took that defigna- 
tion to comprehend infants, and called them dif- 
ciples with their parents.” 

But though it be granted, that the infants of be- 
lieving Gentiles would have been circumcifed with 
their parents according to the law of circumcifion, 
yet it is by no means evident, that Peter compre- 
hended thefe infants in the defignation di/ciples ; for 
what other manner of expreflion is it natural to 
think the apoftle would ufe, upon this occafion, 
though infants had been excepted in that defigna- 
tion? If we look into the context, we {hall find, 
that thofe whom he terms difciples, are charac- 
terized in fuch a manner as will not.apply to in- 
fants; And certain men which came down from Fudea 
taught the brethren, &c. (Acts xv. 1.) fo they were 
brethren capable of being taught. God: which 
knoweth the hearts, bare them witne/s, giving them the 


Holy Ghoft, even ashe did unto us; and put no dif- 
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ference between us and them, purifying their hearts by 
faith. Now therefore, why tempt ye God to put a yoke 
upon the neck of the difciples, &c. ver. 8,9, 10. Now, 
can any thing be more plain, than that the apoftle’s 
argument again{t circumcifing the Gentile difciples, 
turns upon the evidence of their having received 
the Holy Ghoft, and of having their hearts purifi- 
ed by faith? The apoftle James calls them, tho/e 
which from among the Gentiles have turned unto God. 
If fuch then be the account given of thofe whom 
the apoftle terms di/ciples, it is plain, that he did 
not intend infants in that defignation, though, (ac- 
cording to the law of circumcifion) they might be 
circumcifed with their parents. 

Befides, it was not fimply circumecifiony nor the 
keeping of the law of Mofes, which Peter calls a yoke 
that neither they nor their fathers were able to 
bear; for both they and their fathers had borne 
this ; and the infants even of Jewifh converts were 
permitted at that time to be circumcifed; but it 
was the docfrine of ‘sts neceffity unto falvation, which 
was this intolerable yoke, as appears from ver. 1, 5. 
It was this which made the law of Mefes a killing 
letter, a miniftration of death and condemnation. 
To this detrine the apoftle oppofes /alwvation by the 
grace of the Lord Fefus Christ, ver. it. But this 
doctrine could be no fuch yoke upon the neck of 
infants, who could not underftand it; it could 
neither pleafe nor grieve them. Therefore it fol- 
lows inevitably, that infants were not reckoned by 
Peter amongit thofe whom he terms difeiples. 

Further, you may confider how our Lord him— 
felf defcribes his. difciples in Luke xiv. 26, 27. 
John. viii. 31. and xii 35. and xv. 8. Thefe are 
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charaers without ,which, he fays, no man can be 
his difciple ; but thefe charaéters will not apply to 
infants, and therefore the defignation di/cipfes can- 
not be given them. Befides, according to the 
{criptures, difciples are made by teaching ; for the 
word, in the original, fignifies a /earner, or one that 
as taught. But infants are incapable of being 
taught ;_ therefore they cannot be difciples in the 
{cripture. {tile and way of {peaking. 

But then you. fay, “ According to the commif- 
fion in Mark’s Gofpel to preach and baptize, infants 
mutt either be reckoned with the believing or the 
damned. For as to the believing there conneét- 
ed with baptifm, it is exprefsly faid, He that believeth 
not foall be damned: and therefore if we cannot look 
on the infants of the faithful, dying in infancy, ‘as 
damned, we muft look upon them; according to 
this fcripture, as believing, and fo intitled to bap- 
tifm,. here connected with the believing that m- 
cludes them in diftin€@tion from the damned.” 

Here, it. feems, we are laid under a neceflity of 
judging; the ftates of infants.; if they are children 
of believers, we muft reckon them with the be- 
lieving and faved; confequently, if they are chil- 
dren of unbelievers, we muft, by the fame rule, 
reckon them with the unbelieving and damned, 
according to. your view of Chrift’s commiflion. 
And. this reckoning muft be of fuch as-die in in- 
; fancy 5 for you own, there may be occafion for 
another kind‘of reckoning with refpe@ to thofe of 
them who arrive at an adult ftate. But, dear Sir, 
are you not as fenfible as any, that there is not one 
fyllable in all that commiffion, either of the infants 
of believers or of infidels, dying in infancy, or 
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otherwife ? So that you muft go elfewhere to efta- 
blith this notion. 

We mutt either, it feems, own, that infants are 
believers, or reckon they are damned dying in in- 
fancy ; but what if we -fhould neither own the one 
nor the other? The fcripture lays us under no fuch 
neceflity of determining their ftate; but on the 
contrary fhews, that the fovereign purpofe of God 
according to election will ftand, with refpedt to 
children that have done neither good nor evil, 
whether they ever in this life arrive at a capacity 
for knowing and believing the gofpel or not; yea, 
whether their parents be believers or not 3 fo that 
we reft this matter upon the fovereignty and good 
pleafure of the righteous Judge, who hath mercy on 
whom he will, Rom. ix. 18. 

But I beg, Sir, you would confider into what ab- 
furdities and inconfiftencies, your judgment of the 
ftate of infants neceffarily involves you: As, 

1. If you draw the falvation of the infants of 
believers from thefe words, He that believeth and is 
baptized fball be saved; you muft alfo, by the fame 
rule, (as has been obferved) infer the damnation of 
the infants of infidels from thefe other words, he 
that believeth not fall be damned, both being equally 
affirmed in this place. Now whether this be not 
as harfh and unmerciful a principle, as the popifh 
damnation of unbaptized sgh 5s I leave Toe to 
judge. 

2. As the fcripture informs us, that many of the 
adult children of infidels have been faved, it follows 
that their falvation turned upon fomething which 
they did in their riper years, fince (upon your plan) 
they could not be. reckoned with the faved had 
they died in infancy. 
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3: Though you affirm the falvation of the chil- 
dren of believers, dying in infancy ; yet you own, 
that many of them fall fhort of it when they furvive 
that ftate *. LIafk then, what kind of falvation muft 
that be, ny can only be certainly fecured by. their 
dying in infancy ; which may take wing upon their 
firft refle€tion, or wear out through length of time ? 
Does that which faves dying infants, loofe its whole 
efficacy on thofe of riper years? Or are they faved 
by free grace in infancy, but conditionally when 
they grow up, and fo forfeit their falvation by fail-_ 
ing inthe terms? If fo, I cannot help thinking, 
that you ftill hold a difference betwixt that which 
faves infants dying in infancy, and that which faves 
thofe who furvive that ftate. 

4. As you ground the falvation of infants upon 
their connection with their believing parents,.I afk, 
what kind of connedtion is it? If it is the fle/bly 
connection, how can fpiritul bleffings be derived in 
this manner? and if they are, what hinders the 
children from reaping the benefit of this conneétion 
in their adult ftate, feeing they are ftill the children 
of believing parents? But it is evident fpiritual 
bleflings come not by the flefhly relation ; for Ith- 
mael was thus related to believing Abraham; but 
was he therefore counted for the feed, and a child 
of the promife as Ifaac was? | Efau was thus con- 
neéted with believing Ifaac ; but was he not hated 
whilft Jacob was loved, and that according to God’s 
purpofe of election, before either of them had done 
good or evil? If the conneGtion betwixt the be- 
_ liever and his infants be /prritual, how comes this 
to oe diffolved when they grow up, fo that even an 

* Page, 263. 
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Efau or an Abfalom may appear a fon of perdition ¢ 
Does a fpiritual conne€tion, that coe falvation, 
wear out through length of time ? “And at what 
time does this conne¢tion ceafe, fo ‘that the children 
can reap no longer any faving benefit from it ? 

But after all, perhaps you will fay, you are only 
pleading for that judgment of charity which we 2 ought 
to exercife towards the infants of believers, whilft 
you do not pretend to judge their real ftate, as it is 
in the fight of God. But it muft be obferved, 

1. That the text from which you form this judg- 
ment, will admit of no diftinction of this nature.— 
It is a real truth in the fight, purpofe and intention 
of God, that 4e that believeth /ball be faved ; fo that if 
the fcripture claffes the infants of believers with the 
believing, they fhall all as certainly be faved as the 
fcripture declares it, or as God is true who hath 
promifed it. - Though we, who cannot know the 
hearts, may be deceived by mens profeffions; yet 
God will never deceive us by his open declarations, 
which will ftand true whether we believe them or. 
not. He does not beg our judgment of charity tow 
his veracity ; but challenges our firmeft belief upon 
our higheft peril. 

2. The judgment of charity refpects our fellow 
men, goes upon plaufible appearances, and implies 
a poflibility of miftake. Now if God’s open decla- 
rations, with refpe& to infants, be only a founda- 
tion for our judgment of charity; then, for any 
thing we know, we may be miftaken in our judg- 
ment from thefe declarations, and that not only as 
they refpect the {tate of infants, but as they refpect 
the foundation of our own faith and hope: for it 
is abfurd to aflirm, that the fcripture calls for full 
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affurance of faith, whilft it gives us no other foun- 
dation for it, than what we have for our charitable 
view of one another, in which, it fhews, we are 
often deceived. So that you fee I muft either con- 
fider you as determining the rea/ ftate of infants, 
in the fight, purpofe, and intention of God, or as 
playing faft and loofe with the open declarations of 
the God of truth. 

‘If you fhould reply, That the fcripture injoins us 
to look upon infants in the fame light with their 
parents; fo that if we were affured of the falvation 
of the parents, we would be equally affured of the 
falvation of their children. I anfwer, : 

This is contrary to fcripture faéts. Abraham 
was a real believer in the fight of God, and declared 
to be fo; yet the fcripture never injoins us to look 
upon his fon Ifhmael in the fame light. Tfaac was 
alfo a true believer, and an heir with Abraham of 
the fame promife; yet we are not allowed to pafs 
the fame judgment upon his fon Efau. David was 
+a man after God’s own heart; yet we are obliged 

~to form another view of his fon Abfalom. 

If it be objected, that thefe did not die in infancy, 
and fo are foreign to the point. I anfwer, 

1. Does our Lord’s commiffion in Mark’s Gofpel 
make any diftinction between infants dying in in- 
fancy and thofe who furvive that ftate: Does it 
warrant us to believe, that adult unbelievers would 
have been faved, had they died in infancy? Or, does 
any other place in all the {cripture give the leaft 
hint of this? Are we not exprefsly told, that Efau 
was hated, not only in his infancy, but before he 
was born, having done neither good nor evil ? 

2. If you believe that the purpofe of God ac- 
5 D 
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cording to ele€tion will ftand, not of works, but 
of him that calleth ; and that infants and adults are 
faved by the fame thing; how can you ever ima- 
gine that their dying, or not dying, in infancy 
makes any difference here? 

3. The utmoft that can be pleaded upon this 
point is, that as {cripture does not exprefsly deter- 
mine the ftate of infants dying. in infancy, it is 
fafeft to err on the charitable fide. And, if this 
were all you meant, I fhould not difpute it ; though 
for my own part, I think it more eligible to leave 
them entirely to the judgment of God. 

‘Upon the whole, I cannot perceive the leaft 
fhadow of argument in what you advance from 
our Lord’s commiffion. For you firft take it for 
granted that infants, and only thofe of believers, 
are included in that commiffion. Then, by a 
ftrange kind of logic, you convert thefe infants in- 
to believers, or, at leaft, /ook upon them as believing, 
and fo entitled to baptifm. But becaufe not only 
fcripture and common fenfe, but alfo experience it- 
felf often contradicts thefe groundlefs fancies, 
therefore you are obliged to reftri& them to fuch 
infants as die in infancy. Thofe children who 
furvive their infant ftate, and appear unbelievers, 
you have nothing to do with, for two reafons ; 
firft, becaufe they did not die in infancy; and 
fecondly, becaufe adult children are not the in- 
fants of believing parents, as you inform us after- 
wards. But thefe are mere evafions and ferve only 
to fhew the weaknefs of your caufe. 

Before I conclude this letter, I would beg you 
ferioufly to confider, That as we have no warrant 
from {cripture to reckon) particular infants with 
the believing or the unbelieving, and fo to deter- 
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mine their {tate merely from the judgment we form 
of their parents 3 fo the feripture is very exprefs, 
that God, from all eternity, hath elected fome to 
everlafting life; and it is enough for us to know 
that the ele€t fhall obtain falvation, whether_they 
die young or old; have believing or unbelieving pa- 
rents; be baptized in water, or unbaptized. Sal- 
vation is of fovereign free grace, and takes place 
not according to our age, fituation, or connections in 
life ; but according as we are chofen in Chrift before 
the world began, and according to the purpofe of him 
who worketh all things after the counfel of his. own 
‘will. .Thus in the cafe of Efau and Jacob, zhe chil- 
dren being not yet born, neither having done any good 
or evil, that the purpofe of God according to election 
might fland, not of works, but of him that calleth, it 
was said, Ihe elder fhall ferve the younger. As it is 
written, Facob have I loved, but Efau have I hated. 
What fball we fay then ? Is there unrighteoufne/s with 
God? Far be it. For he faith to Mofes, I will have 
smercy on whom I will have mercy, and I will have 
< compaffion on whom I will have compaffion. So then, 
at is not of him that willeth, nor of him that runneth, 
but of God that /oeweth mercy, Rom. ix. 11 16. 
Thus it appears inconfiftent with the fovereignty 
and freedom of divine grace, to hinge the falvation 
of infants upon their connection with believing pa, 
- rents; as, on the other hand, to fuppofe it necef- 
fary that the children of infidels fhould be adults 
before they can be fubjeéts of it, and it is no lefs 
inconfiftent with this rich grace to fuppofe, that 
any of its objects will ever finally fall away. With 
great propriety then may the Chriftian fing ; 
D2 
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* Magnificent free Grace, arife, 

‘ Outfhine the thoughts of fhallow man; 
* Sov’reign, preyenting, all furprife 

© To him that neither will’d nor ran: 


* Grand as the bofom whence thou flow’d, 
‘ Kind as the heart that gave thee vent, 
¢ Rich as the Gift that God beftow’d, 
« And lovely like the Chrift he fent. 


« Know then, on no precarious ground 

‘ Stands’ this rich ¢ grace and life to men ; 
‘ For life now. reigns in God’s dear Son, 

‘ For us by’ divine ¢ juftice flain.’ 


Chriftian Songs, p. 55 13. 


Tam your, €%. 
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SIR, 


OUR next argument for infant-baptifm is 
drawn from the apoltles’ baptizing believers and 
their houfes, you fay, 

The apoftles in executing their commiffion, 
preached falvation in Chrift to a man and his 
© houfe.’ 

Anfw. They did fo; for Cornelius faid unto 
Peter, We are ALL here prefent before God, to hear 
all things that are commanded thee of God. As x. 
33. fo Peter preached falvation in Chrift to them 
ALL. Likewife, with refpe€t to the Jaylor and 
his houfe, it is faid, And they /pake unto him the word 
of the Lord, and to ALL that were in his houfe. 
And they could. do no lefs; for they had a com- 
miffion to preach the gofpel to every creature. 
-Thus far then we agree. 

« And, according to this preaching, he that 
believed on Chrift for his own falvation, believed 
on him alfo for the falvation of his houfe; for fo 
his belief anfwered to that which was preach- 
ed.” 

Here is appropriation with a witnefs ! Whatever 
improprieties the popular preachers are guilty of 
in their calls to the appropriating ad of yaith, they 
never, that I could learn, extended the faving be- 
nefit thereof beyond the perfon’s felf; but, accord. 
ing to you, a man is not only warranted to ap- 
propriate falvation to reset but alfo to his whole 
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houfe. If we look into the fubje€ of the apoftles’ 
preaching, we fhall find, that it did not refpect 
any particular man’s perfon or houfe; but was a 
declaration of the free grace of God to finners, 
through the merits, atonement, and refurrection of 
his Son Jefus Chrift ; and a promife that whofoever 
believed this fhould be faved: but it was no part 
_of their preaching, that a believer’s houfe would 
be faved upon his faith, without believing them~ 
felves; and therefore, fuch a belief was not requir- 
ed of any, nor could it any way an{wer to that 
which was preached. 

You endeavour to prove, that the apoftles preach- 
ed falvation to a man’s houfe if he alone believed, 
from the following fcriptures ; who fall. tell 
thee words whereby thou and all thy houfe fhall be fav= 
ed. A&ts xi. tq, Believe on the Lord Fefus Chrift, 
and. thou halt be faved, and thy houfe. Acts xvi. 31. 
Tere you cull out detached fentences without re- 
gard to the conneCtion, and then fix upon the 
found of the words inftead of the fenfe. But we 
are exprefsly told that thefe houfes believed theme 
felues as well their owners. - 

The firft paflage relates to Cornelius and his 
houfe, concerning whom we are told, that he was 
one that feared God with ALL his houfee Ads x. 
2. He and ALL his were prefent to hear Peter’s 
fermon, (ver. 33.) in which there was not the leaft 
intimation, that his houfe would be faved upon 
bis believing ; but the apoftle having fet before 
them Chrift’s life, death, and refurre€tion, he con- 
cludes thus; Zo him gave all the prophets witns/s, 

_ that through his name, WHOSOEVER BELIEVETH ON 
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HIM, fhall receive remiffion of fins. ver. 43. Then it 
follows; While Peter yet fpake thefe words, the Holy 
Ghoft fell on ALL them that heard the word, ver. 44. 
Now, what can we gather from this, but’ that re- 
miflion of fins is granted to all that delieve ; and 
that the houfehold of Cornelius believed and receiv- 
ed the Holy Ghoft as well as himfelf ? And was 
not this the exa&t accomplifhment of what the an- 
gel had faid to Cornelius concerning the words 
whereby he and all his houfe fhould be faved ? 
The other paffage relates to the Jaylor and his 
houfe. In anfwer to the queftion, What mu? E do 
to be faved ? it is faid, Believe on the Lord Fefus 
Chrif?, and thou fhalt be faved, and thy houfe. A&s 
xvi. 31. This by no means implies, that the Jay- 
lor’s faith would fave his houfe, or that he was 
commanded to believe for the falvation of his houfe 
as well as for his own; but only, that his houfe 
would be faved, as well as he, believing on Chrift 5 
and this fenfe is clearly afcertained by what follows ; 
for they /pake unto him the word of the Lord, and to 
~ALL that were in bis houfe, ver. 32. But why to 
ALL that were in his houfe, if he could have be- 
lieved in their ftead ? That all his houfe, as well as 
himfelf, underftood and believed the word which 
was preached to them, is clear from ver. 34. 
he fet meat before them, and rejoiced, believing in God 
with ALL his houfe. Thus we fee how the Jaylor 
' and his houfe were faved. But you proceed ; 
——° And it is no lefs evident that they bapti- 
zed the believer and his houfe; Thus Paul fays, 
1 Cor. i. 16. And £ baptized alfo the houfebold of 
Stephanas.. And it is faid of Lydia, Acts xvi. 15. 
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And when fhe was baptized and her houfe ; and of 
the Jaylor, ver. 33. he was baptized, he and all his.” 

It is indeed no lefs evident that thefe houfes you 
mention were Japtized, than it is that they believed. 
But the point to be proved is, whether infants or 
others in thefe houfes were baptized upon the faith 
of the parent. ' Unlefs you can make this appear,. 
the baptifm of thefe houfes makes nothing for your 
purpofe. 

The baptifm of thehoufehold of Stephanas will not 
provethis; for theapoftle, aboutthree years aftertheir 
converfion, gives the following account of that houfe- 
hold, J befeech you, brethren, (ye know the houfe of Ste~ 
phanas, that it is the firft fruits of Achaia, and that they 
have addiéted them/felves to the minifiry of the faints) 
that ye fubmit yourfelves unto fuch, and to every one that 
helpeth with us and laboureth. 1 Cor. xvi. 15, 16. 
Here it is evident they were adults, fince otherwife 
they could not minifter to the faints, or help and 
Jabour with the apoftles. This is further manifeft 
from their being the firft-fruits of Achaia, concern- 
ing which we read, and many of the Corinthi- 
ans hearing, believed, and were baptized. Acts xviii. 
8. Thefe three words exprefs the beautiful order 
which the apoftles obferved in executing their 
commiflion ; they firft preached, and when thofe 
who heard, believed, they then, and not till then, 
baptized them. 

The baptifm of the houfehold of Lydia makes no- 
thing at all for your purpofe, unlefs you can make 
it appear fhe had infants, and that they were bap- 
tized upon her believing; but this, I imagine, you 
will not undertake; nor will the {cripture account 
of her and her houfe admit this, fuppofition ; 4nd 
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a certain woman named Lydia, a feller of purple, of 
the city of Thyatira, which worfbipped God, heard us ; 
whofe heart the Lord opened, that fhe attended unto the 
things which were fpoken of Paul. And when fhe was 
baptized and her houfe, &c. A&ts xvi. 14, 15. From 
hence it would appear, either that fhe never was 
married, or that her hufband was then dead ; for 
fhe feems to be chief manager in the bufinefs of 
felling purple; befides, it is not ufual in fcripture 
to denominate a houfehold by the wife, whilft fhe 
is clothed with a hufband : it is more natural then 
to think fhe had no infant-children to be baptized. 
But making the fuppofition of her having a hufband, 
and children that were infants, (which cannot be 
proved) is it to be imagined, fhe would bring thefe 
infants along with her all the way from Thyatira 
in Afia, the place of her refidence, to Philippi in 
Macedonia, where fhe appears to have come with 
defign of felling her purple ? In ver. 4o. it is faid, 
And they (viz. Paul and Silas) went out of the prifan, 
and entered into the houfe of Lydia; and when they 
had feen the brethren, they comforted them and departe 
ed. Nowas we read of no brethren in that city, but 
thofe of the houfeholds of Lydia and of the Jay- 
lor, fo their being comforted of Paul and Silas, fhews 
them to be adults and not infants. 

Nor will the baptifm of the Jaylor’s houfe avail 
your plea; for as it is faid, that believing on the 
Lord Jefus Chrift, he and his houfe fhould be faved ; 
and that 4e and ALL his were baptized ; fo likewifle 
we are told, that they /pake unto him the word of the 
Lord, and to ALL that were in his houfe, prior to 
their baptifm ; and that he rejoiced, believing in God 
with ALL bis houfe. ver. 32; 34. Now, Sir, can 
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you tell me why the word ALL may not be as 
comprehenfive in the latter asin the former? If 
the Jaylor had any infants, they are either excluded 
from the ALL that were baptized, elfe they muft 
be included in the ALL that Acard the word, be- 
lieved, and rejoiced; which laft, I think, no rational 
man will afirm. : 
Here I would afk, What do you mean by a be- 
liever’s houfe? Is.it made up of infants, or of adults, 
or of both? If it includes both, then a believer’s 
wife and adult children are faved by his faith, and 
fo may be baptized upon this ground, as well as 
his infants. If you fay, it includes only infants, 
upon what f{cripture do you ground this diftin@tion ? 
Did not Abraham’s houfe include adults as well as — 
infants; fervants as well as fons; thofe bought 
with his money, as well as thofe fprung from his 
body ? And was not circumcifion exprefsly injoined, 
and actually adminiftered to them all? Gen. xvii. 
12, 13, 24, 25, 26,27. Does not the apoftle term. 
thefe adult perfons who miniftered to. the faints, 
the hou/e of Stephanas? Who would ever imagine, that 
the faints of Czefar’s houfebold, who fent their faluta- 
. tions to the church at Philippi, were only a nurfe- 
ry of fucklings ? Phil. iv. 22. Yet fomething like 
this muft be fuppofed, if your argument have 
any confiftency; elfe it will follow, that adults as 
well as infants; infidels as well as believers; wife 
as well as children; fervants as well as fons, mutt 
every one of them be baptized upon the fingle pro- 
feflion of the parent or mafter ; for they are all in- 
cluded in the {cripture ufe of the word Aou/ehold. 
You conclude your firft fe€tion by faying, « If 
we deny fcripture example for baptizing of in- 
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fants, we muft firft deny there were any infants 
in thefe baptized houfes. And as we can plead 
no foundation in fcripture for that, it is too bold 
to fay, that there is no fcripture example for bap- 
tizing infants.” 

Whether, from what has been faid above, it ap- 
pears moft agreeable to the {cope of thefe fcriptures, 
to fay there were, or were not infants in thefe bap- 
tized houfes, I leave you to confider at your leifure: 
but if ever you fhould attempt to prove there were 
infants in thefe houfes, (which it concerns * you 
much to do) I hope you will guard againft all fu- 
ture objections, by proving they alfo believed and 
were baptized. . Meantime, I defpair of either of 
thefe being done in a hurry, and therefore ftill af- 
firm with boldnefs, that there is no fcripture ex- 
ample for baptizing infants. I am, 


SIR, 


Your, €9'c. 
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Dee bere RV: 


SIR, 


1 NOW proceed to confider your fecond fe€tion, 

which fhews, that infants muf? partake of bap- 
tifm from their having part in the promife of the Holy 
Ghoft unto which Chriffians are baptized; and pro- 
ceeds thus; 

© We fee in the very firft call to thofe in Jerufa- 
lem to repent and be baptized in the name of the 
Lord Jefus Chrift for the remiffion of fins, the 
promife of the Holy Ghoft, unto which they were 
baptized, was to them and to their children; even 
them who had faid, His blood be on us and on our 
children. Peter faid to them, Aéts ii. 38, 39. 
Repent and be baptized every one of you in the name of 
Fefus Chrift, for the remiffion of fins, and ye ball 
receive the gift of the Holy Ghof. For the promife is 
anto you (who are prefently called,) and to your chile 
dren, (who are connected with you in the con- 
demnation,) avd (in like manner as to you and 
your children, fo alfo) to all that are afar off, even 
as many as the Lord our God fhall call. . For as that 
promife of the Holy Ghoft was to as many as the 
Lord then called in Jerufalem, and to their chil- 
dren; fo it muft be to as many as the Lord calls 
afar off from thence, and to their children. Now 
if they who repent be baptized unto the promife of 
the Holy Ghoft, Ads xix. 2, 3. and if that pro- 
mife unto which they are baptized, be to their 
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children as well as unto them ; then certainly bap- 
tifm, as far ag it is conneéted with that promife, 
mutt belong to their children as well as to them.” 

It would be a fufficient anfwer to all this to 
thew, that this promife of the Holy Ghoft was 
made to their children juft as it was made to them- 
felves, viz. to as many of them as fhould repent 
and be called of the Lord; for to fuch the apoftle 
reftrits the promife. However, I fhall confider 
more particularly, 

mix! The promife itfelf. 2. To whom it was 
made. 

1. The promife which Peter had particularly in 
his eye is that in Joel ii. 28, 29, 30, 31, 32. And 
it fall come to pafs afterward that I will pour out 
my Spirit upon all flefb, and your fons and your daugh- 
ters fhall prophefy; your old men Jfoall dream dreams, 
your young men fhall fee vifious; and alfo upon the fer- 

—vants, and upon the handmaids in thofe days will I 
pour out my Spirit. And I will foew wonders in the 
heavens, and in the earth, blood and fire and pillars of 
finoke: the fun fball be turned into darknefs, and the 
moon inte blood, before the great and terrible day of the 
Lord come. And it foal! come to pafs, that whofoever 
foall call on the name of the Lord Jfoall be delivered; 
for in mount Zion and in Ferufalem foall be deliver- 
ance, as the Lord hath faid, and in the remnant whom 
the Lord fball call. 

This prophecy or promife may be confidered 

- either, 

1. Ina limited fenfe; or, 2. In a more general 

and extended fenfe. 

1. In its limited fenfe, it is an Old Teftament 
promife of the Spirit, which was fulfilled in the 


E 
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apoftolic ages, as is evident from the, miraculous, 
figns which were to attend it, fuch;as,their fons and; 
daughters. prophefying, the wonders, to. be. fhewn in, 
the heavens, &’c. and. it was likewife to take place 
before: the great and terrible day, of the Lord came 
in the deftruction of the Jewith church, and; ftates, 
foretold by our Lord, Matth. xxiv. Mark. xiii, and) 
Luke xxi. The apoftle exprefsly applies it to,that ex- 
traordinary. effufion of the Spirit which began on the, 
day of Pentecoft, This is that which was [pokem: by 
the prophet Foel, ACs ii. 16. and then cites the paf- 
. fage. You may likewife fee how it is applied in 
The Teftimony of the King of Martyrs, p. 57: near 
the bottom. 

Peter in his fermon. proceeds to oe in dhe 
manner that promife-in Joel came to, be accom- 
plithed, ver. 22-37. viz. ‘That God having raifed 
that fame Jefus whom they had crucified, (accor- 
ding as it was foretold by David. in the fixteenth 
Pfalm,) and: being by the right-hand of God ex- 
alted, and having received of the Father the pro- 
mife of the Spirit, he had: fhed forth that. which 
they then faw and heard. 

Now thefe gifts of the Spirit, which were 
then feen and heard by the multitude, were mi- 
raculous and extraordinary, and were to ceafe 
when they had reached their end, 1 Cor. xiii. 8. 
And as the promife, in this fenfe, will not apply 
to infants, fo the apoftle could mean no more by 
the words ycur children, than what the promife it- 
{elf plainly exprefles, viz. your sons and your daugh- 
ters, who fhould prophefy. Nor is-it clear, that the 
apoftle applies this promife to any other than the 
Jews and their children; for he had not as yet 
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learned, that the time had come when the Gentiles 
thould ‘receive the'promire of ‘the Spirit through fuith. 

2. We may confider this promife of ‘the Spirit 
in a more ‘general ‘and extended féenfe, ‘viz. That 
‘gift of the Spirit which is ‘abfolutely neceflary for 
the regeneration and fanCtification of all the peo- 
ple of God in all ages of ‘the world, and which is 
beftowed upon all that are Chrift’s, ‘Rom. viii. g. 
But how will ‘it apply, in this fénfe, to all the na- 
tural feed of believers? That ‘ele&t infants may 
receive the Spirit, ‘I make no doubt; but ‘that all 
‘the natural feed of believers obtain this, is ma- 
nifeftly falfe, ‘and contrary both to {cripture and 
experience. “Even ‘thofe infants who ‘receive the — 
Holy Ghoft cannot be diftinguifhed from thefe 
who do'not, ‘atid fo cannot be the fubjeas of bap- 
tifm, ‘which ‘does ‘not belong ‘to’ therm intthediately 
‘as elect,‘ or ‘ds having the Spirit, but‘as évdéncinte 
this in the’ profeffion of their faith. 

if the promife' of the Holy ’Ghoft be made to all 
the children of ‘believers, then it will ‘¢ither be ac- 
coniplified, ‘or not. If it be mot ‘accomplifhed, 
how can we reconeile this ‘with the charater of 
God, as a God‘of truth and ‘faithfultefs, ‘with 
whom ‘it is impofhble ‘to lie? Tf this promife be 
actually ‘made good, ‘then’ none of “believing ‘“Abra- 
cham’s poftetity‘could ever have been reje&ted; for 
ashe had’the Spirit himfelf, fo all*his natural chil- 
‘dren, yea, ‘his children’s children to the lateft. pof- 
terity, muft alfo ‘have the Spirit, otherwife the 
_*promife would fail whenever the fucceflion of this 
gift was interrupted. But the New ‘feftament de- 
_monttrates that the greater part of Abraham’s na- 
i 2 
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tural feed were deftitute of the Spirit and rejected, 
whilft at the fame time it fhews, that God’s word 
of promife to Abraham has taken effet, Rom, ix. 
6. Experience alfo fhews us that the gift of the 
Spirit is not hereditary under the New Teftament, 
and that many godly parents have wicked children, 
which could never be the cafe had God engaged 
himfelf by promife to give them his Holy Spirit. 
You yourfelf own *, that the children may yet be 
really irregenerate, and when adult appear to be 
fo;” and that “ if the children become adult, not 
adhering to the baptifmal profeflion, they have no 
more the character of holy +.” Now certainly you 
will not athrm, that irregenerate and unholy per- 
fons have the Spirit. 

If it fhould be faid, that the promife is condi- 
tional, and fo may juftly be fufpended till the con- 
ition be performed; then it will follow, that no 
infants can have the Spirit, for they cannot per- 
form the condition, and (fuppofing the do€trine of 
free-will) perhaps never will, even in their. adult 
ftate. But how, upon this plan, could the apoftle 
afhrm, That the promife is of grace, that it might 
be fure to all the feed? Rom. iv. 16. 

To afirm then, That this promife belongs to a// 
the natural feed of believers, as /uch, is the fame 
as to afhrm, That all of them have the Spirit, 
which is contrary both to {cripture and experience ; 
or that God fails in performing his promife, whicly 
is blafphemy ; or that the promife is conditional, 
and then infants, while fuch, can have no intereft — 
in it, nor would it thus be fure even to adults. 
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Tt. remains then that we confider to whom>this 
promife was made. 

Nothing can be plainer from the text, than that - 
the apoftle reftri€ts the promife of the Holy Ghoft 
to as many (of the Jews at Jerufalem, and of their 
children, and of them that are afar off) as the 
Lord foall call, ‘That is, to as many as the Lord 
fhall call effeCtually: for thofe whom he -calls ac- 
cording to his purpofe, he alfo juitifies and glori- 
fies, Rom. viii. 30. Thofe whom he calls of Jews 
and Gentiles, are termed the veffels of mercy, which 
he had afore prepared unto glory. Rom. ix. 23, 24. 

Such as confidered the gofpel promife made to. 
Abraham as belonging to all his natural feed, could. 
not but be ftumbled at the reje€tion of. the Jews, 

as if the word of God had taken none effe@.: but 
the apoftle folves the whole difficulty, by diftin- 
guifhing Abraham’s feed into the children of the fle/h, . 
-and the children of. God, or the children of the pro- 
mife, who are counted for the feed, Rom. ix. 8, 
This diftin€tion he further illuftrates in his epiftle 
to the Galatians, under the notion of the children 
of the bond woman, and the. children of the free ; the 
former as Ifhmael was, are boru after the flefh ; the. 
latter, as Ifaac was, are by promife, Gal. iv. 22, 23,. 
28, 31. Now the gofpel promifes were not made to 
the flefhly feed of Abraham as fuch, but only to 
the fpiritual feed chofen in Chrift; and they being 
Chrift’s, are alfo Abraham’s feed, Aéirs. according 
to the promife,_——bleffed with faithful Abraham, 
and receive the promife of the Spirit through faith. 
Gal. iil. 9, 14, 16, 29» As the promife refpected 
only the fpiritual feed; fo to them it is fully ac- 
complifhed, and to none gee be they children of. 
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whom ‘they may; ‘for natural generation :gives! no 
title here. But you proceed, 

‘« ‘Phough ‘the children could:aot in themfelves 
know any'thing of ‘repentance or rémiflion at the 
time of their ‘baptifm, as did their -parents ; -yet 
they were even then «as capable as they of the 
renewing of the Holy "Ghoft and faving change 
from which ‘repentanee flows; and as capable as 
they of juftification by -remiffion, ‘and by the ‘im- 
putation of righteoufnefs without works, €5%¢.” 

Anfw. Tf the children cannot in themfelves:know 
any thing of'repentanee or'‘remiffion at the time of 
their baptifm, then, according ‘to ‘the feriptures, 
they are not capable of baptifm; for the ‘apoftle 
Peter tells us, that the answer (or flipulation) of a 
pool conscience towards ‘God is neceflary to baptifm, 
1 Pet. iii, 22. But how-children can have ‘the an- 
twer of a goott confcience in baptifm, without 
knowing any thitg of repentance-or remiflion you 
would do well to inform us. 

‘That children are*capable of'the renewing of the 
Holy “Ghoft, juftification, &c. ‘I makeno doubt; 
God both can and ‘will fandtify all his ele, wwhe- 
ther infants or adults. But what ‘is this ‘tothe pur- 
pofe? The queftion is not whether infants are ca- 
pable of thefe things; but'whether do all the naturat 
children of believers appear to be a€tually juftifred 
and fanétified ? Do they appear to be fo'either ‘from 
fcripture or experience ? Unlefs you*can*make this 
evident, their capability is no argument at all upon 
which‘to found their baptifm. ‘Afterall, are they 
more capable of thefe things than the children of 
infidels ? Is‘not ‘God able of these ftones to raise up 
children unto Abrakam, though 'the naturalbranckes 
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fhould be »btoken off ? The fovereignty of God 
_ fhines forth in having mercy upon whom he will 
have mercy, ‘without regard to any ‘advantages of 
natural \birth; and ‘this is plainly *exemplified in 
the rejection of a great\part of the natural feed of 
believing Abraham, ‘and :chufing from among the 
nations'a’ people for his name of the feed of heathen 
idolaters. So that! itis but’a vain plea for baptifm, 
we -have-a believer to our father, Mat. iii. 9. for if 
Abraham could not fave his houfe by his extraordi- 
nary faith, much lefs can any other ‘believer ‘do it, 
who never fuftained his ‘public character as ‘father 
of the faithful. 

Upon the whole, the apoftle-Peter, in order to 
encourage the convicted Jews to ‘repent and be bap- 
tized in the name of -Jefus -Chrift, gives them to 
underftand, that notwithftanding all they had done, 
in rejecting and crucifying the Meffiah, God was 
ftill waiting to be gracious unto them, by granting 
them the remiffion of their fins, and the gift of his 
promifed Spirit. And-as it could not but cut them 
in their hearts, ‘that they had not only perpetrated 
‘this dreadful ation with their own »wicked hands, 
but alfo wifhed -his blood -upon their children, 
the apoftle further affures them, thatthe promife 
in Joel refpefted their children (or SONS and 
DAUGHTERS) as well as themfelves ; even fuch 
of them as fhould repent and call upon the name 
of the Lord, inafmuch as it is promifed that who/o- 
ever fball call on the name of the Lord Joall be deliver- 
ed: for in mount Zion and in Ferusalem foal be deliver- 
ance as the Lord hath said; nor is this deliverance 
confined to thofe in Jerufalem; but extends like- 
wife to all that are afar off, even the remnant whom the 
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Lord fall call. Joel ii. 32. compared with As ii.. 


This promife was accomplifhed in the firft place 


to the Jews, as it is faid, Unto you firft God having 
raifed up his Son Fefus, fent him to blefs you in turn- 
ing away every one of you from his iniquittes.” From 
which it appears, that it behoved their children as 
well as themfelves to be turned from their iniqui- 
ties, in as far as the promife or blefling took place 
upon them. 


It may be further noticed, that this promife, as. 


it refpected the children, had no dependence on, 
or connection with the faith of the parents, any 
more than the promife of Canaan to the fucceeding 
generation had a dependence on the faith of their 
fathers who fell in the wildernefs through unbelief, 


So that the infidelity of parents cannot make this. 


ok 


promife of none effect to the children whom the- 


Lord fhall call. : 
But how any perfon can fuppofe, that a fpiritual 
promife belongs to infants on account of their pa- 
rent’s faith, fo as thence to infer their baptifm, is 
indeed very ftrange, and as foreign to the fcope of 


the apoftle in quoting the promife, as it is to the- 


promife itfelf which he quotes. Iam, 
Sir, 


Your, €.. 


(ror Tee RT 


SIR, 

HAVE been confidering the third feétion of 

your Differtation, wherein you endeavour to 
clear the argument from 1 Cor. vii. 14. For the-un- 
beheving hufband is fanétified by the wife, and the 
unbelieving wife is fanctified by the hufband: elfe were 
your children unclean ; but now are they holy. 

s¢ Thefe words (you fay) ferve to fhew, that the 
infants of one believing parent are members of 

Chrift’s church for which he gave himfelf, that he 
might fanctify and cleanfe it with the wafhing of 
water by the word, which is the only church 
whereof they can be members ; and that therefore 
they muft partake of the wafhing of water which 
belongs to that holy church, and fignifies admiffion 
and entrance into it.” 

Then you anticipate an objection, wiz. That as 
the children are faid to be holy, fo the unbelieving 
party is faid to be fanctified by the other, and by 
parity of reafon, is alfo a member of Chrift’s 
church. To which you anfwer, that the unbeliev- 
ing wife (for inftance) is fanctified, not to herfelf, 
but to, or in her hufband, for the fake of the chil- 
dren that they may be holy. And a little below 
you tell us. 

-« When Ifrael after the fleth married ftrange 
wives, it behoved thefe to be put away; and like- 
‘wife, the children begot upon them by Ifraelites , 
were to be put away, as not being members of 
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the commonwealth of Ifrael, or as not being a 
holy feed, or feed of Ged, but unclean as other 
Gentiles then were. -But, fays-the-apoftle, it is not 
fo in the New Teftament church; for its members 
_ being joined to aliens in marriage, are not to be 
feparated from them, who.are fanétified to their 
ufe in that ftate; fo that their children, begot with 
-fuch aliens, are now to-be accounted holy, as well 
as the children begot by both believing parents 5 
and are to be.acknowledged .as well.as they, to be 
thefe little children whom the Lord declares.to be- 
Jong to.his kingdom in diftin ion from the world.” 
' Thus you have cleared the argument from this 
text 3 but,I am afraid, that, in fo.doing, you have 
obfcured other points. of greater concern than in- 
fant-baptifm. As, - 

1. If the New Teftament require only,one pa- 
rent to con{titute the children members of Chrift’s 
true church, whilft the Old Teftament required . 
both parents to conftitute them members of .the 
earthly typical church, then it follows, that carnal 
generation is now more effeCtual to produce a true 
holy feed, than it was, formerly to produce a cid 
holy feed. 

2. If all the infants of believing parents are 
“¢ thofe little children whom the rod declares to 
belong .to his kingdom in diftin@tion from the 
world ;” then it plainly follows, that the carnal 
birth, or that birth after the flefh, availeth as much, 
nay more, for the enjoyment of the privileges of the 
heavenly kingdom, as it did formerly for the enjoy- 
ment of the privileges of the earthly kingdom. — 

In your Testimony of the King of Martyrs * 

* Glas’s Works, p. 58. fect. 2. 
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clear this dotrine in a quite different way, where 
you: fay, “ The earthly birth, or that birth after the 
flefh, availed much in the fate of the church ereét- 
ed at Sinai, as to the: enjoyment of the privileges 
of it. But now our Lord fays to: Nicodemus, Ew- 
cept a man be born again (or. born from above) he — 
cannot see the kingdom of God; and Gal. iv. 26. 
Ferusalem-which is above, is free, which is the mother 
of us all.” “| 
How you can free yourfelf from inconfiftency. 

here, I cannot conceive; for unlefs you maintain 
that every one that is, born of believing parents, is 
likewife born from,above, the inconfiftency is {till 
glaring. And if you fhould endeavour, to reconcile 
matters by making a. diftinCtion. betwixt the view 
we fhould have of thefe infants, in the judgment 
of charity, and what they maybe rea//y in them- 
felves, I have anfwered this already ; and fhall only 
add, ‘That the cafe of infants is, different from that, 
of adults, as to the judgment of charity we ought 
to form of them. Adults may impoie upon us by a 
plaufible profeffion and walk, and.as we cannot judge 
the heart, we muft efteem thofe to be brethren that 
have the apparent characters of fuch; but if we 
are deceived in infants, they can have no hand in 
this deception, and: confequently it muft land upon 
the rule that dire€ts our judgment of them: and I 
am rather inclined to attribute fuch a rule to you 

_than to the fcriptures of truth, as I am fure 

- « The faithful true witnefs will never deceive.” 

; 3. If all the infants of believers are ‘¢ members 
ef Chrift’s church for which he gave himfelf, that 

he might fandtify and? cleanfe it with the wathing 
of water, by the word;” then they fhall all cer- 
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tainly be faved; for as the church you mention is 
the fame with the general aflembly and church of 
the firft born which are written in heaven, Heb. 
xii. 23. and as Chrift gave himfelf for this church; 
fo none of its members can ever perifh or be pluck- 
ed out of Chrift’s hands. | 
_~4. But if « thofe little children whom the Lord 
declares to belong to his kingdom, in diftinction from 
the world,” fall away in their adult ftate, as you fup- 
pofe fome of them may *, then a perfon may be a 
real member of Chrift for a while, and afterwards 
a child of the devil; enrolled in heaven in the former 
part of his life, and, in the latter part of it, blotted out 
of the book of life. And if any one of thefe perifh 
for whom Chrift gave himfelf, why may not all of 
them? Upon this {cheme, what ground has any to 
hope that all other bleffings will be beftowed in con- 
fequence of the gift of Chri? ? Does not the apoftle 
argue conclufively when he fays, He that spared not 
his own Son, but delivered him up for us all, how shall 
he not with him also freely give us all things ?—Who 
Jball separate us from the love of Chrift? Hf the peo- 
ple of God muft not look upon the gift of God as 
eternal life through Fesus Ubrif?, what foundation is 
‘left for their hope, unlefs it be a conceit of fome- 
thing diftinguifhing about themfelves, and after all 
who can truft his own heart ? 

It might likewife be fhewn how this fcheme mi- 
litates againft the doétrine of election, effeCtual 
calling, the ftability of the covenant, and the faith- 
fulnefs of God. And though Iam far from think- 
ing you intend any fuch thing; yet, upon reflec- 
tion, you may eafily fee, that the fhifts you are 
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put to in fupport of infant-baptifm tend to ) unfettle 

every thing. 
I fhall now confider the {cope of I Ce Vil. 14. 
It is evident from the firft verfe of this chapter, 
that the Corinthians had written to the apoftle for 
a folution of fome doubtful cafes, amongft which, 
by the apoftle’s anfwer, this feems to have been 
one, viz. Whether it was lawful for a_ believer, 
joined in marriage with an unbeliever, to continue 
in that relation ? Whether this doubt arofe from a 
miftaken regard to Mofes’ law, Deut. vii. 3. and 
the example in Ezra, chap. x. or from what he 
had written to them before, 1 Cor. v. 9, 10. is not 
material to know. However, the apoftle decides 
the matter thus, Jf any brother hath a wife that be- 
lieveth not, and fhe be pleafed to dwell with him, let 
him not put her away. And the woman which hath 
an hufoand that believeth not, and if he be pleafed 
to dwell with her, let her not leave him. Thus 
the matter {tands determined by the apoftle; to 
which he adds. the following reafon; For. the unbe- 
hieving hufband is sanftified by the wife, and the unbe- 
lieving wife is. sanctified by the hufband: else were 
your children unclean; but now are they holy. Ver. 

hy 93 34s 
: a, things offer themfelves here to be con fidered. 

. The. sanGification of the unbelieving party. 
2. The oliness' of the children in confequence 
> thereof. 

_ By the sanétification of the unbelieving party can- 
_not be meant internal sanctification, oY renovation 
of mind; for jas the heart can only be purified by 
faith, the perfon, in that cafe, would be no longer 
an unbeliever. Neither can. we underftand it of 
0 7 
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typical or ceremonial sanGification ; for this belonged 
only to the firft covenant, which was then made 
old. . There remain only two fenfes in which this 
fanCtification of the unbelieving party can be un- 
derftood ; 

1. Infirumental san@ification ; or fanCtified as an 
inftrument of propagating a holy feed. Or, band 

2. Matrimonial san@ification, whereby the one is 
enjoyed as a chafte yoke-fellow by the es with- 
cut fornication or uncleannefs. 

The former of thefe fenfes you hold, in which 
you follow Mr THomas Goopwin ; but that fenfe 
will not at all anfwer the apoftle’s purpofe, which 
was to perfuade ‘the believing Corinthians to abide 
in their marriage relation with unbelievers. For, 

1. If the unbelieving wife (for inftance) were 
barren, then fhe could have no fan@tification ; for 
as this fan@ification is not for herfelf, but for the 
children, in whom it terminates, how can it exift 
at all if fhe has none ? 

2. Though ‘the unbelieving wife fhould bring 
forth children; yet if thefe children fhould lofe the 
‘character of holy in their adult ftate, in what fenfe 
can we underftand the unbelieving wife fanctified 
to bring forth holy children? The fané€tification 
is not in-herfelf, fhe being an unbeliever; nei- 
ther is it in her-children, they being irregenerate. 
Where then is it to be found ? Thus, you fee, the 
‘apoftle’s argument would be founded upon fome- 
thing very contingent and uncertain, and would 
have left the believing Corinthians, in many cafes, 
at liberty to put away their unbelieving correlates. 

But it is evident the apoflle’s argument was not 
founded upon any thing future or contingent 5 but 
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upon what was certain and prefent, or rather paft, 
for he ufeth the preter-perfect tenfe,. syiasen, hath 
been sanétified ; fo that this fanctification muft be 
prior to, and independent of her having children, 
and alfo of the holinefs of thefe children. 

It may be noticed further, that the unbelieving 
«wife is not here faid to be fanctified by the faith 

of the hufband; bat barely. dy. (to or in) the 
hufband: and as faith refpects only a_ fpiritual 
relation, there is, no ground to think it is here 
given as a reafon for the lawfalnefs of the carnal 
relation of marriage; for marriage does not de- 
tive its lawfulnefs from the faith of the gofpel, but 
from the ordinance: of God appointing, and the 
parties mutually agreeing, to be no more twain, 
but one flefh. Therefore, 

The fané&tification here fpoken of muft be of a 
matrimonial nature, and oppofed to fornication or 
uncleannefs. .This will appear, whether we confi- 
‘der the meaning of the word /an@ification in fe~ 
veral places of the New Teftament, or the fcope of 
the apoftle’s argument here. ; 

In 2 Cor. vii. 1. we find Aoline/s or fanification 
oppofed to filthine/s of the flefb, as well as of the 
{pirit; and when it is faid, (1 Cor. vit. 34. that 
foe may be holy in body, mutt it not be underftood 
of her being chaffe? In 1 Theff. iv. 3. fanGificaticn is 
oppofed to fornication; For this is the will of God, even 
your sanctification, that ye foould abftain from fornication. 
And-in ver. 4, 5. it is contrafted with the luft 
of concupifcence 3 That every one of you fhould know 
how to poffefs his veffel in fanttification and honour. 
Not in the luft of concupifcence, Sc. his fanéifica- 
tion and honour agrees with Heb, xiil. 4. Marriage 
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is honourable in all, and the bed undefiled ; but whore- 
mongers and adulterers God will judge. 

Now if the words /anéification and honour be op- 
pofed to fornication, the luft of concupifcence, whore- 
dom and adultery, they muft neceflarily fignify chaffity. 
And if marriage be Aonourable (lawful or chafte) in 
all, we may eafily fee how the unbelieving wife is 
fanctified in, by, or to her hufhand, whilft the ob- 
ferves the laws of marriage, ai.d keeps the ded un- 
defiled. Y¥or though the be an unbeliever, yet be- 
ing lawfully joined to an hufband, the is watrimonially 
holy and fanétified to his ufe, even as the creatures he 
eats and drinks are, 1 Tim. iv. 3, 4, 5. ‘Therefore, 
as thefe are not to be refufed, fo fhe is not to be put 
away. 

The apoftle backs the fanGaifladtiont of the un- 
believer with an argument drawn from an abfurdi- 
ty that would follow upon the contrary fuppofi~ 
tion; Hi/e were your children unclean ; but now are 
they holy. As if he had faid, 1f the unbelieving 
party were not a lawful yoke-fellow, then your 
children, being the iflue of an impure junction, 
would be unclean; but now are sees holy. This 
leads me to confider, 

2. In what fenfe the children are faid to be my 
What has been already faid on the former head, 
leaves. nothing to be done here, but formally to 
draw the conclufion.. No ftream can rife higher 
than its fource, nor can any caufe produce an effect 
difproportioned to its nature. That which is born of 
ihe flefh, is flefo, and will remain fo for any thing 
that flefh can do. If therefore, as has been fhewn, 
the unbelieving wife be only fan@tified to her huf- 
band matrimonially,fo as they may lawfully, chaftely, 
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_ and honourably dwell together without fornication 
or uncleannefs; then, all the holinefs that can ac- 
crue to the children from this fan@tification, is only 
degitimacy, as being lawfully begotten; and the 
uncleannefs oppofed to this, can only be illegitimacy 
or bafardy, as being the iffue of an unlawful 
marriage *. 

If it be objected, that this view of the place will 
apply as well to unbelievers and their children, as 
to believers and theirs. I anfwer, 


: 


In fome refpects it will. The apoftle here fuf- - 


tains the lawfulnefs of thofe marriages which were 
confummated while both parties were unbelievers ; 
for it is more natural to fuppofe, that they were 
married befere their converfion, than that they 
Should afterwards marry infidels when they had 
feruples about dwelling with them. He likewife 
fuftains the legitimacy of fuch children as were be- 
gotten before the converfion of either parent; for 
he makes no exception here, and that they had 
fuch children, we need make no doubt. 

evilt may be further objected, That if the fanQifi- 
cation of the unbeliever be only of a matrimonial 
nature, then: the apoftle might with equal propriety 
afhrm, that the believing party was fandctified to 
the unbelieving. 

To this it may be anfwered, 1. This was not 
the point in queftion. The apottle is not anfwers 
ing the fcruples of infidels, but of Chriftians; who 

F 3 

*If.we were to regard the opinion of learned and judicious 

commentators, fuch as Camerarius, Melancthon, Mu/fculus, Beza, 


Oe. they all agree in giving the above view of the place; and 
Calvin on Mal. 4i, 15. owneth, that oly /eed, or /eed of God, is an 


E-braifm for legitimate /eed, 
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“were not Hanibintg of their own fanQification: in 
that refpect, but of the fan@tification of their un- 
believing correlates; nor of the lawfulnefs of mar- 
riage in general, but only in the peculiar circum- 
Jdtances mentioned; for wh they had fome co- 
Jour of reafon from the law of Mofes. ; 

2. It would not only be improper, but abfurd, 
to fay, that the believing party was fandtified to 
the other; for the party which the law held un- 
clean was the alien, not the Ifraelite; and fo this 
uncleannefs muft be fhewn to be removed from the 
party upon which the law and the cenfciences of 
the believing Corinthians had fixed it, and not from 
the party that was looked upon as clean already : 
therefore the apoftle favs, the unbelieving wife or 
hufband is fan€tified. But then this fanifice- 
tion implies no moral change in the unbeliever; 
but only a relative change, in refpe& of a law 
that formerly prohibited fuch a conneétion, and in 
refpect of the believer’s confcience which is now 
freed from that law, and fo can dwell with them in 
fan@tification and honour. “What the apoftle fays 
about the fanétification of the meats prohibited 
under the law, ferves much to illuftrate this point ; 
accordingly he claffes them together when oppo- 
‘fing the do€trine of the falfe teachers, who forbade 
marriage, and commanded to abftain from meats, 
which God hath created to be received with thanks- 
giving. Seer Tim. iv. 3, 4, 5. 

In fine, whether we confider the gofpel doc- 
trine, the {cope of the apoftle’s argument, or the 
fenfe of the like expreffione in feveral other places 

of the New Teftament, all concur in afcertaining 
this view of the place, viz. That the unbelieving 
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party is fanctified to the other, in fo far as he or 
the is a chaffe and lawful yoke-fellow, according to 
the ordinance of God appointing them to be one 
flefh, whom no man ought to put afunder: and 
their children are in tS far holy, as they are begot- 
ten in /awfil wedlock, and not by fornication. 

You take notice of this fenfe, and call it a ridi- 
culous glofs on the text; but add, that it will 
bring us back to the very fame thing that this 
text always ferved to demonftrate, viz. That the 
children of believers, begot by fuch aliens, were 
“now to be accounted holy, and are to be ac- 
knowledged to be thofe little children whom the 
Lord declares to belong to his kingdom in diftinc- 
tion from the world.” That is, in fhort, if chil- 
dren are not illegitimate, but the lawful iffue even 
of one believing parent, they thereby appear to be 
born from above, and confequently muft be bap- 
tized! Iam, 


Sir, 


* Your, &c. 


ip eoT Pa eV 


SIR, 
7 INTEND in this letter to try the weight of your 

fourth fe€tion, which fhews how baptifm comes 
in place of circumcifion, and proceeds thus; 

« The argument for infant-baptifm from circum- 
cifion has a foundation in thefe words of the apof- 
tle, Col. ii. 11, 12, 13. In whom also ye are cir- 
cumcised with the circumcision made without hands, 
in putting off the body of the sins of the flesh, by the 
circumcision of Christ: buried with him in baptism, 
wherein also you are risen with him through the faith 
of the operation of God, who hath raised him from the 
dead. And you being dead in your sins, and the un- 
circumeision of your flesh, hath he quickened together 
with him, hawing forgiven you all trespasses. 

«¢ Here the thing fignified in baptifm is called the 
circumcision made without hands, the fame with the 
circumcifion of the heart whereof the uncircum- 
cifed in their flefh are now made partakers ; and in 
place of the circumcifion made with hands they 
are buried with Christ in baptism, and fo have the 
circumcifion of Chrift. Now if the apoftle gives 
us bapti{m with the thing fignified in it, in place 
of the circumcifion of the flefh, and calls it the 
circumcifion of Chit ; then baptifm muft be to 
the true Ifrael who are born of the Spirit, as cir- _ 
cumcifion was to the typical Ifrael who are born of 
the flefh.” 
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_ This conclufion is expreffed in fuch a manner as 
- will bear « double meaning, If you mean. that 
baptifm is the fame thing to the true Ifrael that 
circumcifion was to the typical Ifrael, this will not 
be granted; for circumcifion was to typical Hrael 
an external mark to diftinguifh them from the 
Gentiles, and was typical of internal circumcifion ; 
but the defign of baptifm to the true Ifrael is, to 
reprefent the death, fufferings, and refurre€tion of 
Chrift, and the faints likenefs to Chrift in them, 
and their participation of them. Circumcifion was 
hereditary to old Ifrael, and, by God’s appoint- 
ment, entailed on their flefhly feed; not fo bap- 
tifm.to the. true Ifrael. Nor can it be proved 
_ that baptifm comes in the place of circumcifion ; for 
baptifm took: place among the believing Jews a 
- confiderable time before circumcifion was. abro- 
gated. 
But if you mean, that baptifm belongs to the true 

_ Ifrael; even as circumcifion belonged to the typical 
Ifrae], I heartily agree with you, proyiding you keep 
clear and confiftent the diftin@ion you have men- 
tioned between the typical and true Ifrael, viz. That 
the former are born of the fle/o, and the latter of the 
Spirit. But your very next words confound this 
diftintion, when you fay, 
s© And as Peter faid to the Jews who were 
firft called to be baptized unto the promife of the 
“Holy Ghoft, the promise is unto you and to your chil- 
dren, baptifm belongs unto the children of the fpi- 
ritual Ifrael, unto whom that promife is; even as 
circumcifion belonged to the children of the flefhly 
Ifrael, who had the promife of Chrift to come in the 
flefh, and of the earthly inheritance.” 


- 


7O LETTERS TO MR GLAS [LET. Vil. 


In the beginning of this fe€tion you told us, the 
argument for infant-baptifm from circumcifion was 
founded on Col. ii. 11, 12, 13. but as that’ text 
makes no mention of infants, you are obliged to 
have recourfe to your former argument from Acts 
ii. where you would have us believe the word chil- 
dren fignifies infants fuch as were circumcifed ; and 
thus by patching up your premifes, you venture to 
draw your conclufion. But as the argument from 
Aé@ts ii. has been anfwered already, I refer you to 
it, and fhall proceed to confider,- what you have 
advanced from Col. ii. 

The controverfy being about infant-baptifm, the 
main thing to be confidered is, whether the infants 
of believing parents be the true Ifrael who are born 
of the Spirit, and fo the antitype of Jewith infants, 
who were the typical Ifrael born after the flefh; 
and if it be made appear that they cannot be viewed 
in that light, then, according to your own argument 
from the text, baptifm does not belong to infants. 

In order to clear this matter, it will be neceffary 
to ftate more particularly the difference betwixt the 
typical and true Ifrael, or the natural and fpiritual 
feed of Abraham. This diftinétion is copioufly 
handled by the apoftle Paul in his epiftles to the 
Romans and Galatians, in which he always recurs 
back to the covenant made with Abraham. This 
covenant was of a mixed nature, as appears by the 
promifes which it contained. Tor, 

1. Herein God gave to Abraham the promife of 
a seed in whom all nations fhould be bleffed, Gen. 
xii. 3. and xxii, 18. and this feed was Chrift, Gal. 
ii. 16.- In this promife the gofpel was preached 
unto Abraham, ver. 8. and in it lay the obje@ of 
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that faith whereby he ‘and his {piritual feed among 
Jews and Gentiles were bleffed with him, ver. 7; 
g. This is that promife which was confirmed of 
God in Chrift, and which the law could not dif- 
annul, or make of none effeét, ver. 17. But be- 
caufe God defigned: to exhibit by, and among A- 
braham’s flefhly feed an- earthly pattern or examplar 
of the heavenly things contained in this promife ; 
therefore, 

2. He made another promife to sb teharn§ in that 
covenant; viz. That he would multiply him exe 
ceedingly, and give unto him, and to his feed after 
him, the land of Canaan, Gen. xvii. 2, 8. This 
promife was temporal, and it behoved to be ac- 
- complifhed before the other, as it contained the 
types and pledges thereof. Canaan typified the 
heavenly inheritance ; fo the patriarchs underftood 
it, Heb. xi. 8 15. and Abraham’s flefhly feed 
typified his fpiritual feed of all nations, Gal. iii. 7, 
8, 9. even the children of the fpiritual promife, 
who walk in the fteps of Abraham’s faith. The 
difference betwixt thefe two feeds was typified to 
Abraham by Ifhmael and ifaac-in his own family, 
even as the two covenants were typified by Hagar 
and Sarah, Gal. iv.21. Now thefe two promifes 
laid the foundation of a twofold relation to God ; 
the one fpiritual and eternal with Abraham’s f{pi- 
ritual’ feed: the other typical and temporal, be- 
~ twixt God and Abraham’s flefhly feed, which be- 
hoved to continue during the period of the typi- 
cal ceconomy, and no longer. 

3. The ordinance of circumcifion belonged only 
tothe temporal promife, and the temporal typical 
relation betwixt Ged and Abraham’s feed accord- 


7% LETTERS TO MR GLAS [ LET, VU. 


ing to the flefh: for though the covenant to which 
it belongs be called an everlasting covenant, Gen. 
xvii. 13. yet this muft be underftood with the 
fame limitation, as the earthly Canaan, promifed 
therein, is called an everlafling poffefion, ver. 8. 
and xlviii. 4. the Aaronical priefthood, am ever=- 
lafting pricefhood, Exod. xl. 15. and the yearly 
typical atonement an everlasting statute, Lev. xvie 
34. ‘Thefe temporal types are called everlasting 
in relation to the antitype, in which this epithet 
holds true. 

Circumcifion is indeed called, a seal of the righ- 
teousness of the faith; but it was a feal only to Abra- 
ham’ of his own faith, even the faith which he had 
before circumcifion. This feat he received in his 
peculiar patriarchal capacity, and that only as fa-~ 
ther of the faithful ; for the apoftle fays, Rom. vi. 
11, 12. He received the fign of circumcifion, a seal of 
the righteousness of the faith which. he had, yet being 
uncircumcised: ‘for what end ?. that he might, be the 
father (of whom? of all his flethly circumcifed 
feed ? No: but) of all them that believe, though they 
be not circumcised ; and the father of circumcifion 
to them (of his natural feed) who are not of the cir- 
cumcifion only, but also walk in the steps of that fasth 
of our father Abraham which he had being yet uncir- 
cumcised, i. e. That he might be the father of -all 
that believe, whether circumcifed or uncircuméifed. 
Now if Abraham was not a father to his natural 
feed, as /uch, in that refpe& wherein circumcifion 
fealed or confirmed to him, the righteoufnefs of his — 
faith ; then circumcifion was not fuch a feal to his 
natural feed; nor could it be fuch a feal to infants 
at eight) days old, who; had:not that-faith before 
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circumcifion ; but refpected only the temporal pro- 
mife and relation, which promife and relation had 
a typical reference to the eternal promife, and the 
fpiritual relation arifing from it. 
When God proceeded to fulfil the temporal pro- 
mife, he did it by means of a covenant, even that 
which he made with the whole nation of Ifrael, 
when he took them by the hand to lead them out 
of Egypt, Exod. xix. 3—8. Heb. viii. 9. _ This is 
called the o/d covenant (Heb. vill. 13.) on account 
of the temporal relation betwixt the Lord and that 
nation, which is now done away.—The /aw, Heb. 
X. I.) on account of the law therein given to them. 
—And the frf teffament, (Heb. ix. 15.) on account 
of the typical adoption, and the temporal inheri-~ 
tance. 
It is evident that this covenant, and all its typi- 
cal ceconomy, was founded on the temporal pro- 
mife made to Abraham concerning his flefhly feed; 
for all the temporal bleflings which Ifrael enjoyed 
according to the tenor of the Sinai covenant, are 
alfo afcribed to that promife. The Lord refers to 
it when about to give the typical redemption, 
Exod. vi. 3—8. Their manifold deliverances from 
the furrounding nations are afcribed to it, 2 Kings 
xiii. 23. Neh. ix. 7, 8. and pleaded from it, 2 Chron. 
xx. 7. Yea, their typical relation to God as his 
people, wherein the very eflence of this covenant - 
~-coniifted, is originally attributed to that fame pro- 

mife, Deut. xxix. 13. As circumcifion belonged 
_ to the temporal promife and flethly relation, it was 
 alfo ingroffed into this covenant, Lev. xii. 3. and 
fo it behoved to vanifh away with the coveriant 
itfelf, and all its other typical ordinances. 
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When the fulnefs of the time was come, and 
God proceeded to fulfil the fpiritual promife, he 
did it by means of another covenant, (by the me- 
diation of Chrift) with Abraham’s fpiritual feed of 
all nations. This is‘ called the new covenant, (Heb. 
xil. 24.) in reference to the other, which was made 
old, and the new fpiritual relation betwixt God 
and that new’nation, made up from among all na- 
tions, kindreds and tongues.—The new testament, 
(Heb. ix. 15.) on account of the true adoption and 
the heavenly inheritance, of which Chrift the firft- 
born is both teftator and heir. 

Thefe are the two covenants of which sha! apo- 
file {peaks in Gal. iv. and Heb. viii. and ix. chap- 
ters, and which were both included, by way of 
promife, in the covenant made with Abraham 
The contraft may be more fully ftated in the fol- 
lowing manner: 


é 


ABRAHAMIC CovENANT. 


New Covenant. 


Old Covenant. 


1. The old covenant 
was only a temporal re- 
lation betwixt God and 
nation, 


1. The new covenant 
is an eternal relation be- 
twixt God and his peo- 
ple from among: all na- 
tions, and is therefore 
called an everlafting co- 
venant, Heb. xiii. 20- 

2. The new covenant 


a particular 
which is now done away 
and come to an end. 
Heb. viii. 13: 

The old covenant 


was carnal and earthly: 
(1.) In ‘its wor/bip, 
which ftood only in 


meats and drinks, and 


is /piritual and heavenly: 
(1.) In its worfbip, 
which requires a true 


heart, faith, and a good 
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ABRAHAMIC CovENANT. 


| , 
Old Covenant. 


divers wafhings, and car- 


nal ordinances, Heb. ix. 
IO, 


(2-) In its sacrifices 
of bulls and of goats, 
which could never take 
away. fin, er purge the 
confcience, Heb. ix. 9. 
and x. 4. 

(3). In its mediator, 
viz. Mofes. Gal. iii. 19. 


(4.) In its priefts, viz. 
Aaron and his fons, who 
were finful men, and 
not fuffered to continue 
by reafon of death. 


Heb. vii. 23, 28. 


(5.) In its fandtuary, 
which was worldly and 
made with hands, Heb. 
1X. I, 24. 


a 


(6.) In its promifes ; 
_ they being worldly blef- 


fings in earthly places, 
and refpecting only a 


hh. 


New Covenant. 
conf{cience, and to be per- 
fornied in fpirit and in 
truth. Heb. x. 19,—23. 


John iv. 23. 


(2.) In its /acrifice, 
which is Chrift, and 
which perfects for ever 
them that are fanctified, 
Heb: x. 14. 


(3-) In its mediator, 
viz. Chrift Jefus, Heb. 
Xil. 24. 

(4.) In its prief, viz. 
Chrift, whois holy harm- 
lefs, €5'c. abideth 
prieft continually, ever 
living to make intercef- 
fion for us, Heb. vii. 24, 
25, 26. 

(5.) In its /anctuary, 
which is hedven itfelf, 
whereinto our great 
high-prieft hath entered, 
having obtained eternal 
redemption for us, Heb. 
1x01 12. 

(6.) In its promifes: 
they being fpiritual blef- 
fings in heavenly places, 


and chiefly refpecting the 


and 
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ABRAHAMIC CovENANT. 
ll Neon 


. Old Covenant. 
profperous life in the 
earthly Canaan, Deut. 
XXVili,. r—15. Ifai. 1. 
¥9. Jofh. xxle 43, 45. 
chap. xxlil. 14, 15, 16. 
(7.) In its /ubjects, or 
people covenanted ; they 
being the flefhly feed of 
Abraham, children of 
the temporal promife, 
related to God as his ty- 
pical people, and to 
Chriftt as his kinfmen 
according to the flefh: 
which typical and flefhly 
relation availed them 
much for the enjoyment 
of the typical and earthly 
privileges of this cove- 
nant: but as Hagar, the 
bond-woman, was caift 
out with her fon born 
after the flefh; fo the 
covenant itfelf being an- 
tiquated, its temporal, 
typical privileges vanifh- 
ed, its fubjects were caft 
out and. difinherited ; 
the flefhly relation upon 
which they received cir- 
cumcifion, availed no- 
thing for their partaking 


New Covenant. 
life to come, and the en- 
joyment of the heavenly 
inheritance. Eph. i. 3. 
Tit. i. 2. Heb. vii. 6. 
and xi. 16. 

(7-) In its fubjeéts ; 
they being the fpiritual 
feed of Abraham, typi- 
fied by the flefhly feed ; 
being chofen in Chrift 
before the foundation of 
the world; predeftinat- 
ed unto the adoption of © 
children, and redeemed 
by the blood of Chrift. 
Thefe are the children 
of the promife, who, in 
God’s appointed time, 
are born, not of blood, 
nor of the will of the 
flefh, nor of the will 
of man, but of God: be- 
ing born again, not of 
corruptible feed, but of 
incorruptible, even by 
the word of God, which 
liveth and abideth for — 
ever: who have the law 
of God written in their © 
hearts, and all know him 
from the leaft to the 
greateft. ‘Through this 


LET. Vil. | 


ON BAPTISM., 


77. 


ABRAHAMIC CovENANT.. 


Old Covenant. 
of fpiritual privileges, 
nor were they, as chil- 
dren of this covenant, 
admitted heirs with the 
children of the free wo- 


New Covenant. 
work of the Spirit, they 
believe in the name of 
the Son of God, and by 
the profeflion of this 
their faith, they appear 


to be the feed of Abra- 
ham, children of the free 
woman, and heirs accor= 
ding to the promife, to 
whom belong all {piritual 
privileges, and baptifm 
among the reft. Eph. i. 
Aan be sak Ot 1k 98, (EQ. 
sohn 7.1 3,1 Pet. i.'23. 
Heb, viti. 105. °f1. Gat. 
iil. 26, 29. and iv. 28), 
31. Adts ii. 41, 42. 


man, or new covenant. 
Rom. ix. 4,—9. Gal. vi. 
Lg. and iy. 22,—31. 


From this. contraft it appears, that the old cove- 
nant made with the whole nation of Ifrael, and all 
the things eftablifhed thereby, were only earthly 
patterns of things in the heavens, Heb. ix. 23. fi- 
gures for the time then prefent, ver. 9. fhadows of | 
good things to come, chap, x. 1. impofed upon the - 
typical Ifrael, until the time of reformation, chap. 

“ix. ro. under which they were fhut up unto the 

“faith that fhould afterwards be revealed, Gal. iii. 

23. So that, abftract from their typical reference, 
there was nothing {piritual or heavenly in them. 

And as this covenant was typical and earthly ; 
fo were the covenanted people. Nor was. there 
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any neceflity of their being regenerated in order to 
their partaking of its privileges, feeing thefe privi- 
leges were earthly, and fuited to men in a natural 
ftate: but it was requifite they fhould be the flefl- 
ly feed of Abraham, obferve the letter of the law, 
and have the fign of the covenant in their flefh by 
circumcifon. 

Though fome of the flefhly Ifrael were likewife, 
of the fpiritual Hrael; yet they were not fo by 
their flefhly relation to Abraham, nor by the tem- 
poral promife concerning his natural feed, to which 
_circumcifion belonged; nor yet by the peculiar 
typical covenant at Sinai founded thereon: but by 
an eleétion of fovereign grace, and faith in the not- 
able SEED the mediator of the new covenant, of 
which their flefhly relation and temporal covenant 

“was but a type or earthly pattern. Rom. xi. 5, 7. 
Heb. xi. 13,°39;' 40. 

Ais type and antitype hold the fame proportion 
with flefh and fpirit, fhadow and fubftance, earth 
and heaven, we mutt always keep this diftin@tion 
in our eye, when running the parallel betwixt 
Abraham’s twofold feed, ele we will be apt to 
confound thofe born only of the flefh, with thefe 
born of the Spirit. And in this, I perceive, your 
miftake les: for your whole argument proceeds 
upon the fuppofition, that the flefhlysfeed of New 
Teftament believers are as really the fpiritual feed 
of Abraham as the infants of old Ifrael were his — 
flefhly feed. 

But it is abfurd to fuppofe, that the infant feed 
of Abraham, horn of the flefh, did typify the infant 
feed of believers born likewife of the fleth; for 
this would be only one flefhly feed typifying ano-— 
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ther flefhly feed, and fo would not anfwer to the 
‘diftin@tion that muft always be held’ betwixt the 
type and its antitype. The beafts facrificed, under 
‘the law, were not typical of any other beafts to 
be facrificed under the gofpel; nor did the old co- 
venant with the flefhly feed, typify, that the new co- 
venant fhould be with another flefhly feed. Unlefs 
‘then we fuppofe, that fhadow and fubftance, fign, 
and thing fignified, type and antitype, are of the 
fame nature and kind, we mutt of neceflity grant, 
That the natural feed of Abraham, born of the flefb 
according to the temporal promife, typified his {pi- 
ritual feed, born of the Spirit according to the new 
covenant promife. 

As baptifm belongs only to the fpiritual feed of 
_ Abraham, it remains) to be confidered, what it is © 
that diftinguifhes them from the world, and gives 
them a vifible right to this ordinance. 

The flethly birth fufficiently diftinguifhed the fub- 
jets of circumcifion; for this was a thing vifible, 
and the higheift evidence that could be had of their 
being the natural feed of Abraham, to whom that 
ordinance belonged; fo that Ifraelitifh infants ap- 
peared as really to be the natural feed at their 
birth, as they could do in any after period of their 
lives. But this is far from being the cafe with the 
{piritual feed : for as regeneration is invifible ; fo the 
' carnal birth, be it of whom it may, is no proper in- 
“dex to it, nor can they upon that ground receive 

baptifm. Becaufe, 

- 3. That which is common both to the natural 
and fpititual feed can never diftinguifh the one from 
the other ; but the flefhly birth is common to both 3 
therefore it cannot diftinguifh them, 
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2. That which does not amount to the charaéter 
of the fons of God, cannot denominate the {piritu- 
al feed; but the being born of blood, of the will of 
the flefh, and of the will of man, (as are the in- 
fants of believers as well as others) does not amount 
to the character of the fons of God, John i. 13. 
Therefore, €S5’c. 

3. If the fpiritual birth hath no neceffary, natural, 
or foederal conne€tion with the flethly birth, then 
from the flefhly birth we cannot infer the fpiritual ;. 
but being born again—fronr above—of the Spirit 
of God, is neither necefflarily, naturally, nor foede- 
rally connected with the flethly birth; therefore it 
cannot be inferred from it. Not neceffarily ; for it 
is the fruit of fovereign free election. Nor aatu- 
rally ; for we are by nature children of wrath. 

“Nor federally ; for the new covenant is not with the. 
natural offspring of believers, as the old temporal 
covenant was with the flefhly feed of Abraham ; nor 
are we now permitted to know any man after the _ 
flefh, 2 Cor. v. 16. or to judge of their fpiritual 
{tate by their flefhly relation to covenanted parents. 

4. The natural feed of believers can no more be 
counted for the fpiritual feed, than the natural feed 
of Abraham; but the apoftle tells us, that the chil- 
dren of Abraham according to the flefh are not, as 
fuch, the children of God, nor counted for the feed. 

5. Though fome of the children of believers are 
the fpiritual feed, it will not follow they fhould all 
be counted fuch ; any more than it will follow that. 
becaufe fome of the flefhly Ifrael were alfo the fpi- 
ritual Ifrael, therefore they were all of the fpiritual 
Ifrael. And if they cannot all be counted for the 
fpiritual feed, then none of them can be known to 
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be fuch while infants ; for, in infancy, there is no » 
vifible diftin€tion between them. 

6. If the feriptures demonftrate, that many of 
the children of infidels are of the fpiritual feed, 
whilft, on the other hand, many of the feed of the 
faithful turn out to be infidels, then no rule can be 
fixed for judging of the ftate of infants either from 
the faith or infidelity of their parents ; but feripture 
and experience demonftrate both thefe to be facts, as 
in the cafe of Ifhmael, Efau, and Abfalom, and in 
the rejection of the Jews, and converfion of the 
Gentiles. Therefore, to judge of the ftate of in- 
fants by the flefhly birth, or by the faith of their 
parents, is not a {cripture rule. 

Thefe arguments ferve to fhew, that the infants 
of New Teftament believers cannot be counted for 
the fpiritual feed, as the infants of old Ifrael were 
counted for the flefhly feed; and that therefore 
baptifm cannot be adminiftered to the former, as 
circumcifion was to the latter, becaufe it proceeds 
upon the evidence of the fpiritual birth. 

I fhall only mention one thing more upon this 
part of the argument, viz. That there was a pat- 
ticular, exprefs divine command for circumcifing 
the flefhly feed at eight days old; but there is nei- 
ther command nor example in all the word of God 
for baptizing infants, or any but thofe who appear, 
by the profeffion of their faith, to be the fpiritual 
feed. 

I fhall now follow you through the reft of this 
fection. 

—* For they [infants] are as capable of being 
born of the Spirit, as they are of being born of 
the flefh ;?~——— 
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Anfw. Their capability is no argument. Do 
they all appear to be born of. the Spirit? Does 
{cripture declare it? Does experience fhew it ? 

‘‘ For who can deny the operation of God 
upon them, that raifed Chrift, and begets the adult 
to the faith, to which they contribute as little as 
their infants ©” 

Anfw. No one can deny, that God can of thefe 
ftones raife up children to Abraham; but you your- 
felf own, that this operation is not aCtually exert- 
ed on all the infants of believers, juft a little be+ 
low, where you fay, ‘ It is true, they may yet be 
really irregenerate,'and when adult appear to be 
fo.” Scripture and experience both fhew, that 
they are but the feweft number, even of the chil- 
dren of believers, upon whom this operation is 
exerted. How trifling and weak then is {uch rea- 
foning, God is able to regenerate infants, therefore 
they may be baptized! According to this argu- 
ment, all the human race may be baptized; for 

God is able to regenerate them. 

: «© When it is afked, how can infants appear 
to be of the fpiritual feed? it may then be afked, 
how does a parent appear to be fuch an Hraelite 
upon the very firft profeffion of his faith, by which 
he is admitted to baptifm ?” 

Anfw. A parent appears to be a true Ifraelite 
upon his firft profeilion, becaufe that affords a credi- 
ble ground to believe, that his profeffion agrees with 
the belief of his own heart, and is the index to it: 
but his profeflion can never make his infant. appear 
to be of the fpiritual feed; becaufe. there is no 
connection betwixt his profefion and the fpiritual 
ftate of his. child, any more than there is betwixt. 
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- the flefhly and fpiritual birth. The parent does 
not profefs the faith of his child, but his own faith; 
and it is certain, that nothing is made vifible by a 
profeflion, but that which is profeffed in it. There 
is no fuch thing either expreffed or implied in the 
{criptures, as that infants appear to be the fpiritual 
feed, by their being the natural feed of believers. 

- Abraham had never this honour with refpeé to 
his natural feed, though his faith was tried and ap- 
proved of God the fearcher of hearts: how then 

can we fuppofe, that profefling “Gentiles fhould 

propagate {piritual children to Abraham by carnal 
generation, and manifeft them to be fuch by pro- 
feiling the faith in their ftead, when he who was 
the father of the faithful could do no fuch thing, 
unlefs we count the children of the flefh for the 
feed, contrary to Rom. ix. 8. Gal. iv. 29.? Abra- 
ham’s fpiritual feed walk in the fteps of his faith, 
Rom. iv. 11, 12. and do the works of Abraham, 

John viii. 39. and thus appear to be his. fpiritual 
feed. 

You fay, “ the word of God calls us to acknow- 
ledge them the fpiritual feed by the parent’s pro- 
feflion.” Yet there is no fuch call in all the word, 
but rather the reverfe: That which is born of the 
frefb, is flefh, John iii. 6. They are not all Ifrael 
 avhich are of Irael, neither becaufe they are the feed of 

Abraham are they all children, Rom. ix. 6, 7. 

_ . As for the parent’s profeflion, it can never make 

his infants appear to be the fpiritual feed, though it 
makes them appear the flefhly feed of a true Ifrael~ 
ite: nor can it make them appear the children of 
the promife, who ‘are counted for the feed; for there 
is no particular promife made to believers (as was’ 
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to Abraham) that they fhall have a feed, and much 
lefs a jpiritual feed. But as you feem to ground 
this affertion upon their being called Ao/y, I refer 
you back to what has been already faid on that 
head. 

In the next paragraph you endeavour to fhew, 
that the baptifm of infants will not infer their 
being admitted to the Lord’s fupper : 

1. Becaufe they are not by this acknowledged 
as members of any vifible church, to which that 
ordinance belongs; but only of Chrift’s true 
church, his body, which is invifible. 

2. Becaufe the examples of baptifm in fcripture 
always preceded adding to achurch. And, 

3- Becaufe, in fhort, they muft be capable per- 
fonally to declare their purpofe of heart to cleave 
unto the Lord in a church, before they can be ad- 
mitted as members. 

Now though I agree with you in faying, that 
the inftances of baptifm in {cripture always pre- 
ceded adding to a vifible church, to which the 
fupper belongs; yet your arguments for infant- _ 
baptifm are as ftrong for admitting them to the 
fupper: For if we efteem infants members of 
Chrift’s true church for which he gave himfelf, €9’c. 
why may they not be admitted as members of a 
vifible congregation, which is a reprefentation in 
miniature of that true church? _Are they members 
of that true church where no unclean thing can 
enter; and can they not be admitted into.a fociety 
where hypocrites have, and ftill do enter? Do 
they all partake of the one New Teftament altar, 
and can we refufe them the inftituted fign of that 
altar, the Lord’s fupper? Is not this fomething 
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like “ daring to exclude from the privileges of 
Chrift’s kingdom and church communion thofe 
who appear to be of the truth ?” 

When it is afked, how can infants appear to be 
members of a vifible church? it may then be afked, 
how does a parent appear to be fuch a member, 
upon the declared purpofe of his heart to cleave 
unto the Lord in it, by which he is admitted as 
one? And when it fhall be faid, That the word 
of God calls us to acknowledge him as fuch by 
that declaration; then it fhall alfo be faid, (retort- 
ing your own argument,) that the fame word calls 
us to acknowledge his infants as fuch, by that fame 
declaration. 

But how come you to fpeak of qualifications in 
order to partake of the Lord’s fupper, call it a de- 
clared purpofe of heart, &c. or what you will? 
Does not “ this lead us (according to you) to lay 
the ftrefs of our falvation upon fomething that we 
do in the declaration of our purpofe of heart to 
cleave unto the Lord, and fome holinefs about us 
whereof infants are incapable °” p. 198. If once 
you difpenfe with that perfonal profeffion which the 
{cripture requires in order to baptifm, you cannot 
_ be confiftent unlefs you likewife give up with that 
perfonal declaration requifite to church-fellowfhip 
and communion in the fupper, notwithftanding all 
your diftinctions. But you proceed: 

“© Nor if we confider what is now faid,” 
(viz. againft reckoning the baptized to be members 
of a vilible church) ‘* fhall we be able to afcribe 
the corruption of Chriftianity to the baptifm of 
Chriftian infants, as \t may beafcribed to the making 


of Ghrifttans by bapti mn? 
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Anfw, Your arguments for infant-baptifm ‘will 

equally hold for their receiving the fupper, (as hath 
been fhewn), both which are a corruption of Chrif- 
tianity, as there is no foundation for any fuch prac- 
tices in the fcriptures; and if thefe infants you would 
have baptized be not made Chriftians by bapti/m, I am 
fure many of them are not made Chriflians in any 
other way, as their after conduct glaringly demon- 
ftrates. . 
‘© The corruption of the Chriftian religion 
came by departing from the fcriptural profeffion 
of the faith upon which baptifm was adminiftered 
from the beginning to a man and-his houfe, and by 
fubftituting another profeflion in the room of it; a 
profeffion that cannot entitle the profeffors to the 
{criptural brotherly love as faints and faithfal in 
Chrift Jefus ; or asthe fpiritual Ifrael.”—___. 

Anfw. You fay right; for to fubftitute any pro- 
feffion in the room of a perfonal one, as it is not 
fcriptural, fo it can never entitle to brotherly love as 
faints, and muft confequently introduce great cor- 

ruptions into the Chriftian religion. And I know 
not a fitter expedient for corrupting Chriftianity, or 
making nominal Chriftians than by adminiftring bap- 
tilm to fuch as'‘can make no perfonal or fcriptural 
: profefhion of the faith ; but fubftitute the profeflion 

of another in its place : 
—‘¢ Whereas the true primitive profeffion of 
the faith, gives the profeflor and his houfe the cha- 
racter of holy, and admits them to baptifm: And 
we fee unfeigned faith defcending from a parent 
to her child and grandchild.” 2 Tim. i. ¢. 

Anfw. I have confidered the feripture doétrine 
concerning a believer’s houje already, as alfo how 
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his children are faid to be Aoly, and have found 
that it makes nothing for your purpofe: but to 
affirm, that ‘“* unfeigned faith defcends from a 
parent to her child and grandchild,” is fo manifett 
a wrefting of the fcriptures, that I know not what 
to think of a point which requires fuch conceits to 
fupport it. The apoftle’s words are, 2 Tim. i. 5. 
When I call to remembrance the unfeigned faith that 
is in thee, which dwelt firft in thy grandmother Lois, 
and thy mother Eunice; and I am perfuaded that in 
thee alfo. Here it is evident the apoftle does not 
mean, that faith defcended from Timothy’s grand- 
mother to himfelf, by virtue of her being his 
grandmother (for then it would defcend like an 
eftate or like hereditary qualities in the blood), but | 
only that Timothy was enlightened in the know- ~ 
ledge of the gofpel by the fovereign grace of God, 
even as his mother and grandmother were before 
him; which might or might not be the cafe not- 
withftanding their natural relation to each other,. 
as both fcripture and experience plainly evince. 

s© If the children become adult, not adher- 
ing to the baptifmal profeflion, they have no more 
the character of holy; but then they are no more 
the infants of believing parents.” —__ 

Anfw. The fcripture to which. you refer for the 
character of Aoly, is as applicable to them when be- 
come adult, as when infants, and while unregene- 
rated as when regenerated: ‘ but then they are no 
more the infants of believing parents.” Very true 
Sir, adults are not infants; but pray, Sir, are not 
adults children in {cripture ftile, though they are 
not infants? Whether does the place you refer to 
term them infants or children? Does a believer’s houfe 
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include none but infants in diftin€tion from adult 
children ? And whether is this a fcriptural diftinc- 
tion, or an imagination of your own? How come 
you then, without a fcripture warrant, to diveft 
them of the charaéter of /o/y upon any confidera- 
tion, as long as they are the /awful children of be- 
lieving parents ? 

But though their adult ftate fhould difcover your 
error as to the nature of that holinefs, you are very 
far from owning it as yours; for you fay, © ac- 
cording to the fcripture, we muft look upon the 
children of believing parents, dying in infancy, as 
dying in the Lord.” Strange! that you fhould fa- 
ther fuch fancies upon the fcriptures of truth, when 
there is not one fyllable in all that facred book that 
makes the leaft diftintion (with refpect to falva- 
tion) betwixt thofe who die in infancy, and thofe 
who arrive at maturity. But as you were before 
obliged to ufe the diftin€tion of vifble and invifible 
ehurch, to cut off the connection betwixt baptifm 
and the Lord’s fupper: fo you are here forced to 
ufe the diftinGtion of infant and adult, to fupport 
the credit of that imaginary Aoline/s, which you fay 
entitles infants to baptifm, but which may vanifh 
away in their adult ftate like a morning cloud which 
is difpelled by the rifing fun. 

Upon the whole, had you entirely dropt the 
apoftolic diftin@tion of the two covenants, and - 
adopted the popular plan of their identity, you 
might have handled the argument from circumci- 
fion more confiftently than you have done. Iam, 


SIR, 
Your, &c, 
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SIR, 

SHALL now proceed to your fifth fe€tion, which: 

thews, that the apoftles minding the Lora’s admoni- 
tion as to infants, and primitive Chriffians long after 
them, did not fcruple upon baptizing them; and that 
it was the praétice in the firf? ages. 

In the firft part of this fe€tion you recapitulate: 
your former arguments, and take it for granted. 
they are conclufive ; but as I have anfwered them. 

already, I hall not ftay here upon every particular.. 
You begin thus; 

“If we believe Chrift faithful as.a Son over his 
own houfe, we muft take the revelation of his mind. 
and will as he: is pleafed to give it, without pre- 
feribing to him the manner in which he fhould: 
make his will known.”— 

Anfw. We are willing to take the revelation of 
Chrift’s mind as he has been pleafed to give it ; 
but fince infant-baptifm has. never yet appeared to: 
be any part of that revelation, you muft excufe us 
though we do not take it from men as they are: ' 
pleafed to:give it; for it is Chrift’s will, and not 
- theirs, that we chufe to regard in this matter... We 
maintain that the revelation of. Chrift’s: mind as to 
the baptifm of believers is clear, exprefs, and par- 
ticular; but as to the baptifin of infants who can-. 
not believe, he has faid nothing about it, and: 
therefore it.can. be no inftitution: of his; nor can: 
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any reafoning whatever make it appear to be fuch. 
We may indeed deduce moral duties from the na- 
ture and relation of things; but po/tive ordinances, 
(fuch as’baptifm is), which depend entirely on the 
will of the lawgiver, we know nothing at all about 
them, nor to what defcription of perfons they be- 
long, but from the plain enading words of fuch in- 
{titutions, or approved examp/es of their application. 
And where both, are wanting,,there can be no fuch 
thing as a politive inftitution. But you proceed, 

«© When the fame temper from which the 
fcruples at infant-baptifm now preceed, fhewed it- 
felf in his difciples, he was much difpleafed at it: 
‘The difciples rebuked thofe who brought infants 
to him, and their reafons for this could be no other 
but fuch as are ftill ufed by thofe who forbid them 
baptifm.” 

Anfw. Tf Chrift’s difciples, (who even then bap- 
tized more than John did, John iv. 1, 2.) had it 
in commiffion to baptize infants, as, according to 
you, muft have been the cafe; then their reafons 
could not be the fame with ours, who maintain 
they had no fuch commiflion. Or if you imagine’ 
the difciples thought infants incapable of Chrift’s 
blefling, and fo forbade them to be brought, I hope 
you wil not afirm that this is any of owr reafons 
for withholding their baptif. Wherein then do 
our reafons agree with thofe of the ditciples ? 

‘© And in the forefight of their felf-righte- 
ous and unmerciful principie touching infants, for- 
bidding them the frit ign of union with him and 
his church, out ef which there is no falvation, and 
perverting the icriptures that fhew their church 
memberthip, he faid, Suffer” the little children to 


came unto me, and forlid them not ; for of Juch is the 
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kingdom of God. Verily, I fay unto you, Whofoever 
foall not receive the kingdom of God as a little child, he 
Joall not enter therein. And he took them up in his 
arms, put his hands on them, and bleffed them. Thus 
he fecured the church memberfhip of infants before 
his inftitution of baptifm, and thus he prevented 
the difputes that have arifen fince about infants ; 
thewing himfelf as the firft-patron of their caufe 
again{t difciples oppofing their being brought to 
him.” 

Anfw. Here you endeavour to reprefent the 
Baptitts as felf-righteous and unmerciful, and that 
becaufe they deny baptifm to infants: but there 
can be neither felf-righteoufnefs nor unmercifulnefs 
in denying what was never commanded to be gi- 
ven, and which when given can be of no advantage 
to them any more than the Lord’s fupper. How- 
ever we need not be much alarmed at the epithet 
felf-rigbteous when applied by you, as it is your 
common hackneyed term which you apply to all fe- 
rious profeflors who differ from you. As for what 
you fay of our uwamercifulne/s in forbidding infants 
the fir fign of union with Chrift and his church 
out of which there is no falvation ; and of our oppo- 

Jag their being brought to Chrift, though there be 
not the leaft argument in it; yet it ferves to affect 
and iftimulate the fondly feeling hearts of parents 
for their infants, and to fecure them by this blind 
handle to your caufe. You are fenfible, that the 
. generality of people are more influenced by found 
than reafon, efpecially in things that take hold of 
their paflions and natural affeétions; and here you 
avail yourfelf of this natural feeling of human na- 
ture, by alarming parents with the unmercifulnefs 
and cruelty of denying their infants baptifm 3 as it 


92 _ LETTERS TO MR GLAS- [LET. Vill. 


it were like dafhing them againft the ftones, or de- 
priving their fouls of falvation. Methinks I fee the 
fond parent drowned in tears at the very thought. 

You confidently affirm, that it was in the fore- 
fight of the denial of infant-baptifm, that our Lord: 
faid, Suffer the little children to come unto me, &c. 
whereas our Lord neither enjoins nor exemplifies. 
their baptifm in that place, when there was an op- 
portunity of doing both. But I fhall confider the 
text more particularly. 

And they brought young children to ‘ive that he 
might touch them ; and bis difciples rebuked thofe that 
brought them. But when Fefus faw it, he was much 
difpleafed, and faid unto them, Suffer the little children 
to come unto me, and forbid them not: for of fuch is 
the kingdom of God. Mark x. 13, 14. 

Whether thofe who brought the little children: 
were their parents or not, is not here faid. Their 
end for bringing them, we are told here, and in 
Luke, was, that he might touch them; or as Matthew 
hath it, put his hands on them and pray: ‘but there 
is no intimation of a defire that they fhould be 
baptized. 

Next we have the oppoftion of the difciples to 
their being brought. What their reafons were, we 
cannot tell. It is likely they were intent upon our, 
Lord’s difcourfe of marriage and. divorce, and did 
not chufe he fhould be interrupted at that time, 
being, as they thought, better employed in teaching 
the multitude; not adverting, that our Lord could: 
inftruct by the example of a little child, as well as 
by any other fimilitude. But whatever were their 
reafons, our Lord correéts them, faying, Suffer the 
little children to. come unto me, and forbid them not >. 
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Sor of fuch is the nineties of God, or, of heaven, as 
~ Matthew hath it. 

' By kingdom of God cannot be underftood any par- 
ticular vifible church ; this you will readily grant. 
It muft therefore be underftood of Chrift’s true 
church for which he gave himfelf ; and that ele& 
infants are fubjects of this kingdom, there can be 
no doubt; for no circumftances of age or parent- 
age can hinder that. But then it muft carefully 
be noticed ; . 

1. That the children of infidels are as capable 

of being the fubjedts of this kingdom, as the chil- 
dren of believers are, for any thing contained in 
this text. 
2. All the children of believers are no more the 
fubje&ts of this kingdom, than a// the children of 
unbelievers, as has been already fhewn; how then 
can the fubjects of baptifm be diftinguifhed among 
the children of believers? This place makes no 
diftin@tion of children, either by their parents, or 
among themfelves. 
3. As the children of believers are not all of this 
kingdom ; fo many of thofe who are elected to it, 
are not aéfually called in infancy ; but may fpend 
a great part of their days in the courfe of this 
world. Thus Paul, though he was feparated from 
his mother’s womb; yet it did not pleafe God to 
reveal his Son in him, till he was on his journey to 
Damafcus. Now baptifm does not immediately 
belong to the eleét, as fuch, (for thefe are only 
known to God,) but as aéfually called, and appearing 
to be fo. 

4. Though Jefus Chrift, as the great prophet of 
his church, can difingui/b his people amongf in- 
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fants, as well as amongft adults, and d/e/s them as 
he did thefe children ; yet this is no warrant for us 
to bring the infants of believers indi/criminately to 
baptifm, as-it is to bring on to him for a blef- 
fing. r, 

5. Our bringing them to Chrift for a blefling, 
though a duty; yet it is his to give or withhold, 
according to his fovereign and. righteous purpofe ; 
nor can we diftinguifh who obtain the blefling in 
infancy ; and though we could, it would be no war- 
rant for their baptif{m, without a divine command 
or example; for the bleffing and baptifm are not 
infeparably connected, as we may fee in this place,. 
where the children were eatin See being 
baptized. 

But if we look a little better into the text we 
may eafily fee, that our Lord by thefe words, of 
Juch is the kingdom of God, does not only teach us 
that he bleffes fuch little children as thefe, and that 
of fuch is the kingdom. of Gods; but alfo that 
adults muft become as little children in fimplicity 
and humility before they can enter his fpiritual 
kingdom. This is evident from the following 
words, “ Verily; I fay unto you, whofoever foall not re- 
ceive the kingdom of God AS a litile child, he fhall not 
enter therein. And this fenfe is confirmed by a 
parallel paffage, Mat. xvii. 2,3.  Fefus called a 
little child, and fet him in the midf of them, and faid, 
Verily, I fay unto you, except ye be converted and be- 
come AS little children, ye fball not enter into the king- 
dom of heaven. And adds; Whofoever therefore foal! 
HUMBLE hbimfelf AS this little child, the fame is 
the greateft in the kingdom of heaven: And whofo foall 
receive one SUCH Jittle child in my name, receiveth 
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me: And whofoever Jralt offend one of thefe little ones 
which BELIEVE in me, it were better for him that 
a milffone were hanged about his neck, and that he 
were drowned in the depth of the fea.” 

Here it is evident our Lord ftiles thefe Little chil- 
dren, who are converted, and refemble fuch in Ay- 
mility, though they be adults in age; for they are 
defcribed to be fuch little ones as delieve in him, 
and: are’ capable of being offended, fcandalized, or 
ftumbled ; and if we compare this with what the ~ 
apoftle fays about offending the weak brother. 
Rom. xiv. and 1 Cor. viii. we fhall find, that 
though it will not apply to- infants, yet it is a 
neceflary caution again{t offending Chrift’s Jile 
ones, or thofe who are weak in the faith. 

Nor does this fenfe of the place make our Lord’s 
phrafeology any way uncommon ; for it was his 
ufual method to convey inftru€tion by fimilitudes 
and metsphors, and to ufe the fign or metaphor 
for the thing fignified. Thus he took bread, blefl- 
ed it, and faid, This is my body; and of the cup, 

This is my blood of the New Teffament ; or, This cup 
is the New Teffament in my blood: So here, Suffer 
little children to come unto me ; for of fuch is the king 
dom of God. i. e. The kingdom of God is not only 
of fuch little children, but they alfo bear an in- 
‘ftructive refemblance of that humility, and fimpli- 
eity which become my fubjeéts. And inafmuch 
“as he bleffed them, we are warranted to bring our 
“children to him for the fame. But there is no 
more ground here for the baptifm of infants than 
there is for bringing them to the Lord’: fupper. But 
you proceed : 


« The apoftles kept this in mind when they 
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executed his commiflion to them for fetting up his 
kingdom in the world :” 
Anfw. They kept in mind that his Bitaiailind 
to them was firft to teach (or difciple) and then 
baptize thofe who were thus taught *. 
«‘ For they took in the children with the 
parents, as we have feen.”, 
Anfw. They took in thofe who profeffed ame 
faith, whether children or parents, as we have 


feen. 


“© They preached falvation by Chrift to 
men and their houfes ;”. 

Anfw. They preached falvation by Chrift to all 
that had an ear to hear, even to every creature. 
But what is this to the purpofe ? 

“© They baptized believers and their hagtees 
them, and all theirs.”. 

Anfw. They did fo, when their houfes believed 
as well as themfelves; for this was exadtly agree- 
able to their commiflion, “ He that ietiece and 
is baptized,” Sc. 

«© And they left Chriftian infants, as holy, 
fo in the poffeffion of this privilege of Chrift’s cir- 
cumcifion.” 

Anfw. They did not leave them holy in your 
fenfe of it; but argued from the principle of their 


* The words, Go ye therefore, and teach all nations, baptizing 
them, &c. Mat. xxviii. 19. is indeed a commiffion to teach ali na- 
tions ; but not to baptize all nations ; for baptifm is reftricted to- 
the relative pronoun aires them, which is mafculine, and does 
not agree with wayvra ra t9yn, al? nations, which is neuter, 
but to wabaras, di/ciples, which is included in the verb Madnrivcars, 
teach, or make difciples. So the fenfe is, Teach all nations, bap- 
tizing them that are taught, or made difciples by teaching, 
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being lawful children, that the marriage relation 
of their parents (though one of them was an infidel) 
muft have been lawful alfo. Nor did they leave 
them in the pofleffion of the privilege.of Chrift’s 
circumcifion, if by that you mean baptifm; for as 
they had not this in their commiffion, fo we find 
they did not practife it in any of the inftances we 
have of baptifm in fcripture : neither did they leave 
any dire€tions about it. And if you can argue 
from Phil. i. 1. that there ought to be no officers 
in a Chriftian church but Bi/bops and Deacons, you 
cannot, with any good grace, hinder me to gather 
from Adts vill. 12. that none ought to be baptized 
but believing men and women. | 
I have now followed you through all your rea- 
fonings from fcripture for the baptifm of infants: 
But were I to judge of your real fentiments by 
your practice in this matter, I fhould be led to 
think, that you hold infant-baptifm independent of 
any arguments you have yet advanced. For when 
you receive members into your church, you do not 
object to their baptifm, but fuftain its validity 
though they fhould have received it from the na- 
tional church of Scotland, of England, or even . 
the church of Rome, all of which you confider as 
Antichriftian. You are no way concerned about 
their having been baptized according to what you 
yourfelf efteem the fcripture rule. With refpect 
to their parents; you never enquire whether they 
have been believers, or whether they have ever 
made the {criptural profeflion of the faith or not; 
fo that all your arguments grounded on the faith 
of the parent, falvation to a belieyer’s houfe, the 


promife being to him and his children, &c. are 
I 
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laid afide in this cafe. And as to the. perfons them- 
jelves; you do not look upon them as having been 
difciples, believers, holy, and of the kingdom of 
God when they were baptized, nor indeed till 
fuch time as they perfonally profefs the faith, and 
apply for admiflion into your communion. Here 
then you at once relinquifh all your arguments for 
infant-baptifm, none of which are applicable to the 
prefent cafe, which is a common one; and there- 
fore fince you fuftain the baptifm of fuch as valid, it 
~ muft be upon fome other ground than any thing 
you have yet advanced from fcripture. Do you 
then hold it independently of {cripture authority 
altogether? If fo, it would have been but fair to 
have avowed this, as it would bring the controverfy 
to a fpeedy iflue. ‘True, indeed, in your firft 
fe€tion, you gave up with exprefs precept or indif- 
putable example, which was in reality to admit 
that infant-baptifm was no inftitution of Chrift, 
for a poftive inftitution cannot be eftablifhed by 
mere inference: But, in the above cafe, you prac- 
tically depart from all the arguments and inferences 
on which you ground the baptifm of infants, and 
fo can have no fhadow of pretence to any fcripture 
warrant whatever. Jam, - 


SIR; 


Your, €5"c, 
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Torres a hr oy See 


SIR, 
HAVING followed you through your fcripture 
authorities for infant-baptifm, I fhall, in this 

letter, make fome reply to what you obferve from 
ancient hiftory. You fay, 
‘© ‘That. there was never any fcruple moved 
about it till the end of the fecond century.”— 

Anfw. Becaufe it had no being till about that 
‘time, as fome of the moft learned Pxdobaptifts in- 
‘genuoufly confefs *. 

: -« And when we confider the oppofition 
then made to it, we fhall fee how much it ferves 
‘to confirm it. We fhall fee that chriftian infants 
were then in poffeffion of the privilege of bap- 
tifm, and that the firft obje€tion made to it arofe 
out of a manifeft departure from what the {crip- 
ture teaches moft plainly about baptifm, as well 
as from the fcripture dodtrine of the grace of 
God.” 

Anfw. Tf this manner of arguing be of any 
weight, it can eafily be retorted, that the ancient 
arguments for infant-baptifm were founded upon a 


* See Vanfleb’s Hiftory of the:church of Alexandria, Part 1. ¢. 
23. Ludovicus Vives in his notes on Auguftin. de Civitate Dei, Lib, 1. 
c.27. Swicerus in his Thefaur. Ec. ub Voce Suvakis. Curcellaus 
in his Relig. Chriftian. Inflitut. Lib. 1. c, 12. and in Difert. fecunda 
de- Peccat. Orig. Sect. 56, 

ig 
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fuppofed neceflity of baptifm to falvation; that it 
wafhed away original fin; that the grace of God 
muft be denied to none; and that the fins of in- 
fants were eafier forgiven than thofe of adults, &e. 

“ Tertullian, who wrote in the conclufion of the 
fecond century, is the firft that moves an obegie 
againft infant-baptifm.” 

Anfw. He was amongft the firft that had occa- 
fion. 


“ And he does this when pleading for the 
delay of baptifm even to the adult: for he would 
have the unmarried profeffors of Chriftianity to 
delay baptifm, whether they be virgins or widows, 
till they either marry or be confirmed in their 
continency. He pleads for this delay of baptifm 
from the prohibitions to lay on hands fuddenly, 
and to give that which is holy to fwine; 
and therefore he would have baptifm delayed, 
according to the condition, difpofition, and age of 
each perfon.” 

Anfw. It is not my bufinefs to defend Tertullian 
in all his notions. ‘There was certainly no reafon 
why the baptifm of unmarried profeffors of Chrif- 
tianity fhould be delayed, if they made a fcriptural 
profeflion of the faith. 

«« And he infifts for the delay, efpecially as 
to infants, arguing for it in this manner, ¢ What 
neceflity is there (fays he) for bringing the fponfors 
into danger, who, being themfelves mortal, may 
fail of performing their promifes, or may be beguil- 
ed by the growth of an ill difpofition ? The Lord 
indeed fays, Forbid them not to come to me. Let 
them come then when they grow up; let them 
come when they learn; when they are taught to 


Perr | ON BAPTISM, rort 


what they fhould come. Let them»be Chriftians 
when they fhall be capable to know Chrift. Why 
' does the innocent age haften to. the remiflion of 

fins ? We would act more cautioufly in fecular af- 

fairs; that to whom the earthly. inheritance is not 

given, the divine fhould be entrufted: Let them 

know to feek falvation, that you may appear to have 

given it to one that feeks.’’ And for the delay of 
baptifm in general, he further fays, ‘ If any under- - 
ftood the weight of. baptifm, they would rather 

fear.the attaining of it, than the delay. | Entire 

faith is fecure of falvation.’”. 

«¢ Now was not this delay of baptifm as exprefsly. 
contrary to the fcripture example as any thing can 
be? and did then the firft oppofition that we-hear 
of among Chriftians to infant-baptifm, arife out of 
the fcriptures or out ofa plain contradiction to the 
plaineft fcriptures? And did not the objection of this 
forefather of the forbidders of infants to come to. 
Chrift, proceed upon the denial of original fin, and 
the need of remiflion to infants? And did it not plain- 
ly fuppofe, ,that our falvation lies in that about us 
which diftinguifhes us from our infants; ,and. that 
it hinges upon a knowledge and a feeking of falva- 
tion, and an entirenefs of faith whereof infants are in-- 
capable? If it fhall be alleged, that he was not in this 
a forefather to thofe few: commonly: called /ree- 
grace Anabaptifisy who are only to be regarded in 

“this queftion; may we not then fay, If thefe indeed 
believe, that they cannot enter the kingdom of .God, 
but as the infants enter, he. was*more confiftent 
with himfelf than they ?” 

Anfw. Though I do not intend to juftify Ter- 
tullian in every thing ; .as it is a queftion whether 
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the do€trine of original fin was. clearly underftood - 
either by him or many of his cotemporaries ;' yet I 
cannot help noticing that you mifreprefent his mean- 
ing in faying that he forbids infants to come to 
Chrif?, when he only forbids their bapti/m. You 
furely can diftinguifh between coming to Chrift 
and coming to baptifm; and do not fuppofe that 
baptifm is Chrift, or that the paflage you refer to 
fays any thing of baptifm. Again where he fays, 
‘s Entire faith is fecure of falvation,” you confider 
him as maintaining, that ‘* our falvation lies in 
fomething about us that diftinguifhes us from our 
infants ;” whereas he is only pleading for the delay 
of baptifm from its not being abfolutely neceflary 
to falvation, (as was then alleged) that being con- 
nected with faith, as we find, Mark xvi. 16. He 
that believeth, and is baptized, fhall be faved ; in which 
place, you own +, the ftrefs is laid on beliewing, and 
net on bapti/m:{o that unlefs you place falvation in. 
- baptifm, inftead of Chrift, and faith in his righteouf- 
ne{s, your remark is a mere cavil. 

There are others of Tertullian’s arguments which 
have never gota fatisfying anfwer to this day; fuch 
as the danger of the fponfors; the neceflity of firft 
teaching the perfons to be baptized to-what they 
fhould come, and thus engaging them to defire bap- 
tifm and feek for it, before they obtain it ; in which 
he feems to refer to our Lord’s commiffion, Mat. 
XXVlii., TQ. 

But it feems the few commonly called free-grace 
Anabaptifis are lefs confiftent with themfelves than 
‘Tertullian was. How fo? Becaufe they. believe 
they cannot enter the kingdom of God but as the 


t Page 193. 
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infants enter it,” and yet. withhold baptifm from 
their infants. But where, in all the world, does 
this inconfiftency ly? Have you yet fhown to 
thefe Anabaptifts from feripture, that infants can- 
not enter the kingdom without baptifm, or have the 
thing fignified without the fign ? Have you pointed 
out the particu/ar infants that enter this kingdom in 

- diftinétion from.thofe who do not, and then fhown 
the fcripture precept or example for baptizing fuch 2 
And can you fee no confiftency at all in affirming,. 
that many enter the kingdom of God, who never 
were proper or vifible fubje&ts of gofpel ordinances ? 
Once more; Do you think the profeffion of faith 
which the fcripture requires in order to baptifm, 
turns the profeflor’s entry into the kingdom of God 
upon another hinge than the entry of infants, who 
cannot make that profeffion? _ If you do, then the 
inconfiftency lies on your fide of the queftion, in 
requiring fuch a profeffion of the adult. But I re- 
fer you back to my fecond letter for a fuller anfwer 
on this head. 

Now, Sir, as you have been fo kind as to point 
out to the Baptifts their original, it will not be 
amifs to draw your attention a little to that of the 
Peedobaptifts. 

That infant-baptifm was very early introduced 
into the church, is evident from Tertullian’s op- 
pofition to it about the latter end of the fecond cen- 
tury ; but we have no authentic or diftin@ account 
of the grounds upon which it was held, till Cy- 
prian’s time, about the middle of the third century, 
who writes largely in favours of it in his epiftle to 
Fidus, which epiftle was the refolution of him and 
66 bifhops gathered together in council. The reafons 
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for infant-baptifm, (and' that too before the eight’ 
day) as expreft in that epiftle, are as follow ; 

«That whereas none is to be kept back from 
baptifm, and the: grace. of God, much lefs new 
born infants, who, in this refpe€t, do deferve 
more of our aid, and God’s mercy; becaufe in, 
the beginning of their birth they prefently, crying. 
and weeping, do nothing elfe but pray.—The 
mercy and grace of God is to be denied to none 
that are born. of man; for the Lord faith in the 
gofpel, that the Son of man came not to deftroy 
mens fouls, but to fave them; and therefore, as. 
much as in us lies, if it may be, no foul is to be 
loft; and therefore all infants, at all times, are to’ 
be baptized.——lIf any thing could hinder from 
obtaining of grace, greater fins fhould hinder men: 
of years from it; now if greater fins hinder 
not men of years from it, but that they, when- 
they believe, obtain forgivenefs, grace, and bap- 
tifm, by how much rather is an infant not to be for- 
bidden, who being newly born, hath not finned, 
except in that being born carnally according to - 
Adam, he hath contracted the contagion of ancient- 
death in his firft nativity, who, in this refpeat, 
comes more eafily to receive remiffion of fins, be-. 
caufe not his own fins, but another’s are forgiven 
him.” 

Now, tell me, was not this innovation of in- 
fant-baptifm as exprefsly contrary to the fcrip- 
tures as any thing can be? And did the, firft 
aurgments that we hear of among Chriftians in» 
its behalf arife out of the fcriptures, or out of a 
flat contradiction to the plaineft feriptures ? Did 
it not proceed upon the doétrine of univerfal 
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grace; that baptifm confers the grace of God; 
that infants deferve this more than adults, as having 
no fin of their own, but only Adam’s, and there- 
fore more eafily forgiven; that they are eminent 
in devotion, being continually praying in their 
weeping and crying, &'c. And what is this, think 
you, but placing falvation in fomething elfe than 
in Chritft ? 

If it fhall be alleged, that he was not in this a 
forefather to the numerous nations of Proteftant 
Pzdobaptifts, who are only to to be regarded in this 
queftion : may we not then fay, If thefe indeed be- 
lieve that the falvation of infants lies on/y and wholly 
in the thing fignified to the adult in baptifm, he was 
more confiftent with himfelf than they. But to 
proceed ; : 

About the latter end of the fecond century, an opi- 
nion arofe, that without baptifm there could be no 
falvation; whether this error was founded upon a 
miftaken view of Mark xvi. 16. or John iii. 5. 
(which were pleaded afterwards) cannot well be 
determined. However, this principle being once 
admitted, (as appears from Tertullian’s oppofition) 
parents could not but take the alarm, and prefs 
hard for the baptifm of their infants, left they 
fhould die and be loft before they came to age. 
But there was one thing that ftood in their way, 
viz. the inability of infants to make the fcriptural 
profeflion of the faith before baptifm: but alas! 
their infants might perifh ere they were capable 
to make this profeffion, unlefs fome expedient were 
found out to fupply its place. What then could they 
do in this fad dilemma, but fubftitute cautioners or 
fponfors to profefs and engage for their children ? 
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Thefe are the fponfors which Tertullian confiders 
as brought into danger: but the parents were not 
then admitted as. {ponfors for their own children, 
unlefs. they abftained from the marriage-bed ever 
after; nor did they as yet baptize all infants, but 
only fuch as appeared weakly and in danger of 
death *. 

About fifty years after this, Cyprian and fixty- 
fix bifhops gave it the fanction of a council: (for 
it had then become cuftomary, when any piece of 
fuperftition was to be eftablifhed in oppofition to: 
the fcripture, to interpofe the authority of a coun- 
cil. for its more univerfal reception, though they 
wanted the civil power to put their decrees in exe- 
cution.) - We have already feen the refolution 
of this council and the ftrange arguments upon 
which infant-baptifm was founded; and we may 
be fure they were no way inferior to thofe ufed ir 
Tertullian’s time, when it began to be introduced : 
But it is evident that the arguments of modern 
Pedobaptifts, were not as yet invented, at leaft 
thofe of them upon which they lay the greateft 
ftrefs. 

We find likewife that in Cyprian’s time they ad- 
mitted infants to the Lord’s fupper, as appears 
from the ftory he relates of his giving the com- 
munion to an infant +: and this practice continued 
in the church for 600 years, till it was at laft re- 
jected by a council, as is confefled by AMJaldonat 
on John vi. Herein they were more confiftent 
than the modern Pzedobaptifts, for their arguments. 
are equally conclufive for the one as for the other: 


* Gregoty Nazianzen. Orat. of Bapt. 
t In his book De Lapfs mentioned by Auguftine, £pif. 23. 
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There is little account of infant-baptifm from 
Cyprian’s time, till the beginning of the fifth cen- 
tury, when we find Auguftine ftrenuoufly main- 
taining’ it upon ,Cyprian’s authority and principles, 
viz. That infants are damned by reafon of origi- 
nal fin if they are not baptized; that baptifm re- 
generates, &c. But it is evident he paid no regard 
to the faith or intention of thofe who brought 
them to baptifm; for he faith, in his 23d epiftle 
to Boniface, ‘* Neither let that move thee that 
‘fome do not bring little ones to receive baptifm 
with that faith that they may be regenerated by 
{piritual grace unto life eternal; but becaufe they 
think by this to preferve or receive temporal 
health: for they are not therefore unregenerate, 
becaufe they are not offered by them with this tn- 
tention ; for neceflary miniftries are celebrated by 
them.” 

Though they admitted {ponfors to profefs the 
faith ; yet the {ponfor was not to profefs his owa 
faith, but the. faith of the child i/e/f;. which was 
done in this manner: The furety being afked, “‘ Doth 
the child beheve?” » replied, “* He doth believe.” 
Upon which Boniface urgeth Auguftine to thew, 
how the fureties could be excufed .from lying in 
fuch an affirmation, and. is anfwered, He doth be- 
lieve, by reafon,.of the facrament of faith.” By 
“the sacrament of faith he means baptifm, and fo this 
is to aflirm,; that; baptifm communicates fairh to 
an infant, and that too previous -to’its being admi- 
niftred ; fo that, according to, this, the infant is 
qualified for baptifm by virtue of baptifm itfelf. 
_ Though this is the. very height.of abfurdity 5 yet 
we may gather from it, that the argument froni the 
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parent’s faith was not then invented ; ; that they 
{till wifhed to keep up the ufuaf form of a perfonal 
profeflion of faith, by the expedient of -a fponfor 
who perfonated the infant, and obtained eet 
for it by telling lies in its name. 

Auguftine, as well as Cyprian, admitted infants 
to the Lord’s fupper, and pleaded for it from John 
wieeg3)* 

But after all it would appear, that, even in Au- 
guitine’s time, infants neither received baptifm nor 
the Lord’s fupper but when they appeared weakly, 
or in danger of death, and they were adminiftred 
as well for the health of their bodies, as for the 
falvation of their fouls. Auguftine’s own baptifm 
was deferred till he was upwards of thirty years of 
age, though educated as a Chriftian by his mother 
Monica ; and he tells us, “ that being young, and 
falling fick, he defired, and his mother thought to 
have him baptized, but upon his recovery, it was 
deferred +.” Nor was his own fon baptized till he 
was fifteen, with many others that might be men- 
tioned at that time, which fhows that infant bap- 
tifm came in by degrees, and that it was a long 
while before it came to be univerfally practifed. 

Whoever confiders the authority which thofe 
forefathers of the Pwdobaptifts had in the church, 
and the myfticifm, ignorance, and’ fuperftition of 
thofe times, needs not wonder that infant-baptifm 
fhould fpread and be adopted by whole nations ; 
but it is furprifing that it fhould be carried to the 
ridiculous length of baptizing whole kingdoms 


* Lib, 1. de pescat. merit, et remif. o. 90. 
4 Tom 1. Confef. Lid. toc, 1%. 
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upon the profeflion and baptifm of their kings, 
though they ftill remained baptized infidels. If 
you fay you have nothing to do with fuch a prac- 
tice, I reply, that the baptifm of ‘whole houfes 
upon the profeflion of the parent’s faith, is perfe@tly 
analogous to this, and is nothing but a chip of the 
fame block. 

To conclude; as you have no foundation in 
fcripture for infant-baptifm; fo, though you fhould 
fearch the whole records of antiquity, you will find 
little to fupport the modern arguments for it, which 
reft chiefly upon conceits that have been hatched 
amongit Proteftant Pzdobaptifts witht thefe three 
hundred years. Iam, 


SiR, 


Your, €5%, 


IIo 


Lib PT, Bt R Pox: 


SIR, : 

Now proceed to your APPENDIX, which con- 
tains a differtation on the manner of baptifm, and 

the feripture fenfe of the word Bapti/m. Here you 

tell us, : : 

“© The oppofers of infant-baptifm contend like- 
wife for a different manner of baptifm from that 
which is commonly practifed: which according to 
them cannot be called baptif{m; becaufe it does 
not at all fignify and reprefent union and commu- 
nion with Chrift in his death and burial by im- 
merfion, or plunging, or dipping in water; nor in 
his refurre€tion, by emerging or rifing up from 
under the water: and becaufe it does not at all 
anfwer to the very fenfe and meaning of the word 
Baptifm, which fignifies dipping, immerfing, or 
plunging.” 

Anfw. 1 fuppofe you will not deny that the 
word, Rawle, baptize, primarily and properly 
fignifies to immerfe, plunge under, overwhelm, and 
alfo to dip; and that where it is put for wag- 
ig, it is ufed in a fecondary, confequential, and 
more improper fenfe.. If you deny this, you op- 
pofe not only the Baptifts, and the beft lexico- 
graphers, but alfo the plain fenfe of that word as 
ufed in other cafes by ancient Greek writers. But 
then it feems, 
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» © This cannot appear from fcripture to be the 
very fenfe and tfe of the word Baptifm there ;” 
How fo? « For the beit way to find the fenfe of 
this word, as applied to the cafe of baptizing Chrir- 
tians, is to obferve how the fcriptare applies it to 
‘other cafes; and by this way the fcripture fenfe-of it 
is found to be wa/bing, however that be done ;” and 
then you produce in{ftances where you think the 
wafbing of hands,’ as well as of cups, tables, or 
beds, isc. is exprefled by the word bapti/in. 

Anfw. 1. Here you fuppofe that in {cripture the 
word baptifin is uled in an uncommon fenfe to fig- 
nify any manner of wafhing, however that be done; 
but in this you are very much miftaken; and as to 
the wafhing of hands, it is exprefled by ualw, not 
GealZw. Though baptifm is fometimes ufed for 
qwa/bing, yet not for every mode of it, but only for 
fuch wafhing as includes immerfion. So that you 
had beft keep by the primary and proper fenfe of a 
word till fome circumftances in the text lay you 
under a neceflity of underftanding it otherwife ; 
and this you cannot pretend of Chri/Mian bapti/m. 

2. It is not denied that thefe things you mention 
were wa/bed; but the queftion is, whether were 
they not baptized or dipped in the act of wa/bing ? 
if they were, then the word is properly ufed {till ; 
and I fuppofe you will not undertake to prove 


” 


they were only wafhed by /prinkling or pouring *. 


* <¢ If the Pharifees touched but the garments of the common 
people they were defiled and needed immerfion, and were obliged 
toit.”? Maimonides in Mifn. chagigah. c. 2. fect. 7. 

** The more fuperflitious part of the Jews, eyery day before 
they fat down to meat, dipped the whole body; hence the Pha- 
ee 


. 
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3. According to your own rule, daptize muft fig- 
nify to dip; for thus the original theme fara, 
from whence farr<w is a derivative, is applied in 
other places of fcripture; as in Mat. xxvi. 236 
‘© He that, spades, dippeth his hand with me in the 
dith, €c.” Luke xvi. 24. ‘* Send Lazarus, that 
he, Bagn, may dip the tip of his finger in water, &c.” 
John xiii. 26. ‘ He it is to whom] hall give a 
fop, when I, falas, have dipped it.” Rev. xix. 13. 
« And he was clothed witha vefture, AsSappevoy, dip- 
ged in blood.” 

Your next argument is, That “ in the cafe of 
Chriftian dapti/m, wafbing ftands often in the New 
Teftament as another word for it, and as declaring 
the import and fenfe of it,” of which you give 
inftances from Eph. v. 26. Heb. x. 22. Tit. iii. 5. 
1 Pet. iii. 21. As xxii. 16. 1 Cor. vi. a1. “ From 
thefe (you fay) it may appear, that according to 
the fcripture ufe of the word bapti/im, immerfion can- 
not be called baptifm, any otherwife than as it is a 
mode of wafhing with water.” 

Anfw. That wa/bing fometimes ftands as another 
word for bapti/m may be granted; for a man is 
wafhed when he is immerfed or dipped; but that 
wafhing in whatever manner, is ufed for baptifm, 
I deny; for the body is not wafhed with pure 
water by /prinkling or pouring a little of it on the 
face, as it is by zmmerfing or plunging it in water. 


rifees admiration at Chrift, Luke xi, 38.” Scatiger de Emend, Temp. 
Lib. 6. p. 671. 

In the Jewifh Mifnah, or book of traditions, it is faid, “ A bed 
that is wholly defiled, a man dipsit part by part.” Cevim, c. 26. 
Set EA. 
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So that though immerfion be a mode of wa/bing 
with water ;. yet it is not for that reafon termed 
bapti/m ;. but becaufe it ts that very mode of wafh- 
ing which is exprefled by the Greek word CerriZa, 
and no other. Wa/bing is a general word, which 
includes various modes, and that of dipping among 
the reft; but dipping, by which this ordinance is 
expreffed, is a particular mode, and cannot pro- 
perly include any other. 

“© The ancients, who added feveral ceremonies 
to the fimple inftitutions of Chrift, and found out 
{fpiritual meanings to them, amongft other rites 
added to bapalese ufed this of. ee thrice. But 
they did not proceed fo far, in this way, as to deny, 
that wafhing with water in any other way is bap- 
tim: for they ufed clinic baptifm, and furely bap- 
tizing a fick man in his bed, was not burying him 
under water. Wafhing with water, then, was 
from the beginning the fign in baptifm, in what- 
ever way, or after whatfoever mode it was done.” 

Anfw. 1. What reafon have you to find fault 
with the ancients for dipping thrice, fince you think 
any manner of wafhing will do? 

2. Though they likewife ufed clic baptifm, yet 
they did not think it a proper rule for ordinary 
baptifm, as you do; but excufed it by the plea of 
urgent neceflity *; and they pretended to no evi- 
dence for it from the New Teftament, but founded 
it upon the ceremonial fprinklings of the law, and 
the metaphor ufed by the prophet Ezekiel, chap. 
xxxvi. 25. But ftill they made a diftinction be- 


* Cyprian. Zp/f, 69. ad Magnum, 
K 3 
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twixt baptifmal wafhing, and the pouring of wa- 
ter upon the fick *. However, if you think the 
ancient fuperftitious c/imic. baptif{m a fufficient war- 
rant for /prinkling or pouring, it is at your fervice, 
though it be among the other ceremonies which 
they added to the fimple inftitutions of Chrift. 
You tell us, “ the common way of baptizing is 
not by /prinkling, as has been always falfely al- 
leged in this. controverfy, but by pzuring water 
from the hand ef the baptizer on the baptized.” 
A very curious diftin€tion indeed ! but what does 
this make for your purpofe ? Why, “ if the ferip- 
ture calls pouring forth the Holy Ghoft upon 


~ men, baptizing them with the Holy Ghoft, then 


pouring forth water on men, is baptizing them 
with water, in the fcripture ufe of the word bap- 
tifm.” 

Anfw. So you hold by pouring for its fimilitude 


‘to the baptifm of the Holy Ghoft: (I fhall remind 


you of this in the fequel) ; but, according to this — 
manner of arguing, filling men with water muft be 
baptifm; for they are faid to be filled with the 
Holy Ghoft ; giving men water muft be baptifm ; 
for the Holy Ghoft is faid to be given ; and /prink- 
ling with water (notwithflanding your diftin€tion) 
muft be baptifm’ ftill ; for the ordinary baptifm of 
the fpirit is by fprinkling the heart from an evil 
confcience. Thus baptifm with water may be ex- 
plained to be any thing, every thing, or nothing. 

s Chrift was baptized with a baptifm, which 
was at his death; but that baptifm was by water 


and blood poured forth from his pierced: fide up- 


* Cyprian. Zpif, 69, ad Magnam, 
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on his dead body; and there was no dipping 
there.” 

Anfw. Was it the iffuing forth of blood and 
water from the pierced fide of Chrift’s dead body, 
what he precifely meant by his baptifm, and that 
in diftin€tion from what he endured before he 
bowed the head and gave up the Ghoft? If fo, 
it will greatly favourffeme ancient inftances of 
baptizing dead bodies. But it is evident that the 
_ baptifm wherewith our Lord was baptized at his 
death, refpected all that he fuffered whether in the 
garden or on the crofs; which fufferings are cal- 
led baptifm, not properly but metaphorically. The 
Pfalmift ufeth metaphors of the fame import, when 
fpeaking of Chrift’s fufferings, Pfal. Ixix. 1, 2. 
“ Save me, O Ged, for the waters are come in into 
my foul. I fink in de:p mire, where there is no fiand- 
ing: I am come into deep waters, where the floods 
OVERFLow me.” And was there no dipping or im- 
merfing here? And is not our being buried with 
Chrift by baptifm, a fit reprefentation of com- 
munion with him in his death and burial, and our 
rifing again from under the water, a proper fign 
of fellowfhip with him in his refurreCtion ? Rom. 
Vi. 3, 4, 5- Col. ii. 11, 12, 13. But in oppofition 
to this, you fay, 

« Our communion with Chrift, and conformity 
to him in his death, burial, and refurreétion, is by 
the renewing of the Holy Gholt,” &e. 

Anfw. True; but if you argue againft the ferip- 
ture mode of baptifm, becaufe it is not the thing 
fignified ; you may likewife argue again{ft every 
mode of it for the fame reafon ; and thus you will 
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fhake hands with Quakers, who deny baptifm with 
water, becaufe it is not the baptifm of the Spirit. 

‘ But if we look on the will of the infti- 
tutor expreffed in his word as the fole ground of 
the relation betwixt the fign in baptifm and the 
Lord’s Supper, and that which is fignified by 
them; we will not look for any fuch fimilitude ~ 
in ol inftituted figns as we do in pictures or 
images.” 

Anfw. You have not yet fhewn that it is not the 
will of the inftitutor there fhould be a refemblance 
, betwixt the fign and the thing fignified. On the 
contrary, you have endeavoured to fhew that there 
is a refemblance, when arguing for the mode of 
pouring, which you found entirely upon its re/em= 
blance to the pouring forth of the Holy Ghoft up- 
on men; but whether you think it bears the fimi-: 
litude of a picture or image to this, I will not: fay. 
In your argument from Col. ii. rf, 12, 13. you 
affirm, “ That in place of the circumcifion made 
with hands they [Chriftians] are buried with Chrift 
in baptifm ;” and this you diftinguifh from the cir- 
cumcifion of the heart, as the fign is diftinguifhed 
from the thing fignified. Now, if there be a bu- 
rial in the fign, in diftin@tion from the renewing 
of the Holy Ghoft, then that buriak muft be in 
water, for the fcripture informs us that the fign 
is water. 

«‘ Shall we fay upon it, that the fcripture 
confines us fo to one manner of wafhing, that anc- 
ther way of it cannot be called baptifm ?” 

Anfw. You can go even this length upon other 
points, and ftand to it with firmnefs: but here it 
{eems your right arm is weakened, and you are wil- 
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ling to make a coalition that will comprehend all the 
modes of wafhing that can be thought on, and unite 
them in friendly alliance. The only fault you find 
with immerfion is its unfociablenefs and want of 
charity toits neighbours. Let me tell you, Sir, this 
is not agreeable to your ufual manner of writing 
when confcious of truth upon your fide,'which indi- 
cates you have fome mifgiving of heart about your 
favourite mode. You allow immerfion to be one 
mode of wafhing; but then you cannot think to 
be confined to any one mode of it: But what have 
you now made of Chrift’s fimple inftitution? And 
what can the drift of all your arguments be, but 
to throw the {cripture manner of baptifm into am- 
biguity and darknefs, that fo you may accommodate 
the ordinance to the tender ftate of infants for 
whom it was never intended. But what if after all 
we fhould ftill fay upon it, that the fcripture has 
determined the manner as well as the fubjeéts of 
baptifm ;. and that the {cripture manner is baptifm 
in diftin€tion from any other manner of wafhing 
that you may pleafe to ufe upon improper fubjects? 

“© The confidence of fome in this matter is the 
more unaccountable, that they cannot be ignorant, 
it is impofhble to fhew, from the particular ac- 
counts of the Lord’s baptifm and the eunuch’s that 
either of them were baptized otherwife than by 
pouring water on them from the hands of the bap- 
tizers. For if it fhould be inferred from -the 
eunuch’s going down into the water, and coming 
up out of it, (as it is alfo faid our Lord did,) that 
he was plunged; the fame mutt alfo be faid of 
Philip the baptizer; for the words are, They went 
down both into the water, bath Philip and the eunuch, 


) 
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and he baptized him. And when they’ were come up 
out of the water. If thefe words fay any thing of 
dipping the baptized, they fay full as much of dip- ‘ 
ping the baptizer. But to any man that is capa- 
ble of underftanding words, thefe words plainly 
fay, That being baptized with water is another 
thing. than going down into the water, and coming 
up out of it.’ 

Anfw. This paragraph is of a piece with the reft, 
tending to fhew, that there is no certain rule in 
fcripture for the mode of baptifm 3; and this you do 
by throwing duft upon thefe circumftances by which 
the fcripture mode is determined, whilft at the fame 
time, you can pretend to no foundation in {cripture 
for the mode of pouring at all; fo that your argu- 
ment proves nothing; but is an attempt to invali- 
date all proof whereby the manner of baptifm can 
be determined either one way or another. But 
this whole paragraph proceeds upon a grofs mif- 
take ; for we do not affirm, that gormg down into the 
aater, is the fame with dapti/m or immerfion : Philip 
and the eunuch might go to their necks in water, 
and yet not be baptized according to Chrift’s infti- 
tution. But I afk, why went they down into the 
water? Was it that the eunuch might have a little 
of it poured upon him from the hand of Philip; Cer- 
tainly no; for this might have been done at the brink, 
without weting the foles of their feet ; or the eunuch 
might have been thus baptized in his chariot by a 
{mall quantity of it in a veffel. It is evident then 
that the eunuch was not baptized by pouring of wa- 
ter from the hand of Philip; but in fuch a manner, 
whatever it was, as required a depth of water, to 
ebtain which, we find, they went both down into 
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the water, both Philip and the eunuch; and this, 
though it was not baptifm, yet it was a neceflar 
ftep in order to it. 

Though Philip went down into the water as. well 

as the eunuch, yet he was not thereby baptized ; 
(as he certainly would, had any manner of wafhing 
been baptifm) but he went down to perform that 
action upon another. What kind of aétion then 
mutt that be which Philip performed upon the eu- 
nuch, and that required they fhould go both into a 
depth of water? Can we think the Holy ‘Ghoft, 
in relating thefe circumftances, had nothing in 
view but what was incidental and fuperfluous ? No 
furely ; they all concur to afcertain, that the aétion 
was immerfion, as they could be requifites to no other 
mode 5 accordingly it is faid, samrsioe, he immerfed 

him, A@s viii. 38. which a€tion required, that Phi- 
lip fhould take hold of the eunuch, bury him in the 
water, and raife him up again from under the water. 
Thus you mzy fee that the circumftances of the 
eunuch’s baptifm, tally exa€tly with thefenfe of the 
word furrilo, to dip, immerfe, or plunge. 

Nor were thefe circumftances any way fingular ; 
for our Lord was baptized in the river Jordan, 
having gone down into it ; as is evident from Mat. 
ii. 16. Mark i. 10. where we are told that, after his 
baptifm, he came up out of the water. Baptifm, 
or immerfion, requires much water ; and Fobn alfo’ 
was baptizing in Enon, near to Salim, becaufe there 

“was much water there, John iii. 23. Whereas, had 
~he ufed the mode of fprinkling or pouring, he had 
no occafion to make choice of fuch a place. 

To conclude; the moft learned and judicious of 
the Pzedobaptifts, ever fince the practice of fprinkling 
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or pouring took place, have ingenuoufly confefsed 
that the fcripture mode of baptifm is immerfion, and 
the main plea they have for changing the applica- 
tion of water into fomething elfe than baptifm, is to 
accommodate it to the tender bodies of infants. 
Thus we fee one deviation from the fcripture rule 
introduces another, till at laft the law of God is 
made void by mens vain traditions. I am, 


SIR, 


Your humble Servant. 
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PREFACE. 


BOUT eleven years ago, I wrote an 

answer to Mr Glas’s Dissertation on 
Infant-Baptism, in a series of Letters ad- 
dressed to the author. My chief design 
was to shew the Independents of this coun- 
try, that infant-baptism, and the arguments 
which they use in support of it, were not 
only void of all foundation in scripture, but 
subversive of their own professed doctrine, 
upon which they have separated from the 
national church. No direct reply has been 
made to this by any in Scotland; but Mr 
Huddleston, pastor of an Independent so- 
ciety in Whitehaven, has attempted some- 
thing of that kind. To this also a full and 
particular answer has been written, but not 
published. 


Tue following pages are written in an- 
swer to a recent publication, entitled, 
* Remarks on Scripture texts relating to 
Infant-Baptism ;” which I am credibly in- 

L2 .. 
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formed is the long studied and mature pro- 
duction of an. eminent member of the se- 
cond class of Indépendents at Glasgow, and 
therefore may justly be considered as con- 
taining the strength of their main arguments 
on that subject. I know not what others 
may think of it, but for my own part, were 
it not that I know the author, I should be 
ready to suspect that it had been written by 
some ironical wag on the other side of the 
question, with a view to expose the cause 
to ridicule. 


Tue Independents are the most inconsis- 
tent of any set of people upon this subject. 
They admit that the people of the new 
covenant are distinguished from .those of 
the old, by their having God’s law written 
in their hearts; and all of them knowing 
the Lord from the least unto the greatest, 
Jer. xxxi, 33, 34*:---That the subjects of 
Christ’s kingdom are distinguished from the 
world by their being of the truth, and hear- 
ing his voice, John xvii. 37+:---That the 
spiritual seed are distinguished from the 
fleshly, by their being born again of the 
Spirit by the incorruptible seed of the 
word, John ui. 5. 1,.Pet. i. 23f: And that 
this distinction is only visible to us in the 


* Glas’s Works, vol. I. p.47. + Ibid. p. 122,123. 4 Ibid. p. 53- 
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profession of their faith, Acts viii. 37. 
Rom. x. 9, 10*. But whenever they at- 
tempt to establish infant-baptism, they dis- 
regard, and some of them even condemn +, 
such distinctions, and every visible evidence 
of them, as self-righteous, and resolve the 
whole into this single question, “ Are they 
born of believing parents?” And though 
our Lord and his disciples absolutely deny 
that such birth can distinguish the true 
children of God as it did the typical, John 
iii. 5, 6. Rom. ix. 6, 7, 8. 2 Cor. v. 16, 17. 
yet all this goes for nothing ; they still in- 
sist, that their being the natural seed of be- 
lievers sufficiently marks them out as the 
children of God, truly holy, and members 
of the kingdom: of heaven. Thus they 
chime in with the national church upon the 
great radical point of her Fudaized Chris- 
tianity, and, in their baptism, hold a most 
intimate fellowship with her. Perhaps it 
may be said that they make amends for 
this, and keep up their separation from 
the world, by refusing their children church 
communion till they profess the faith: but 
this is only adding one inconsistency to 
another ; and implies, either that they do not 
believe the principles upon which they bap- 
L 3 
* Glas’s Works, Vol. IV. p. 38. 128. 
+ Huddleston’s Letters, p. 87, 88. 
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tize them, or that the visible members of 
Christ’s true body are unfit to be members 
of those societies’ which represent that body ; 
than which nothing can be more absurd. 


You who know your Master’s will, in 
this instance, and do it not} suffer a word 
of exhortation. You can amuse yourselves 
with speculations on this point, and clearly 
shew the inconsistency of the opposite prac- 
tice; but what have you to say for the con- 
sistency of your own conduct; or how can 
you justify yourselves to God for trifling 
with an acknowledged ordinance of the Lord 
Jesus? Examine narrowly your motives. Is 
it .because you esteem it a circumstantial 
point of small moment? Surely it does not 
become Christ’s disciples thus to estimate 
any of his ordinances. The doctrine of be- 
lievers’ baptism is none of the low singula- 
rities of a party ; it is classed with the first 
principles of the doctrine of Christ, stands 
upon the grand foundation of his good con- 
fession before Pontius Pilate concerning 
the nature of his kingdom and subjects as 
distinguished from this world, as well as 
upon the commission he gave his apostles 
for setting up that kingdom, and corre- 
sponds with the whole of their practice and 
doctrine in executing it. 
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Perhaps*your attachment to your present 
religious connection entangles you. You 
have formed this connection, and sat down 
upon the neglect of the first ordinance of 
the gospel, and now you cannot think of 
returning to it. But where do you find an 
unbaptized church in all the New Testa- 
ment, or the least warrant for holding com- | 
munion with such? Are they good Chris- 
tians? Be it so; but will their Christianity 
justify your disobedience? Must not each 
of us give an account of himself unto God? 
You have charity for them. Have it still; 
but let it be the charity of the truth. Can 
there be any true charity in yielding up a 
plain ordinance of Christ to the blindness, 
prejudice, and perhaps perverseness of men? 
According to this, the more of them we 
yield in this way, the greater must be our 
charity. But true charity can never clash 
with our obedience to any of the laws of 
Christ, nor lead us to soothe others in the 
neglect of them; on the contrary, it will 
influence us to study their true interest, 
and set their duty before them both by. 
word and example. Disentangle yourselves 
therefore from the ensnaring influence of 
such a connection. Hear the words of 
Jesus which he proclaims to all men, and 
let each of them have their proper weight ; 
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“‘ He that believeth, and is baptized, shall 
be saved.”---Hear his command. to-all who 
regard his authority; “‘ And now, why tar- 
riest thou? arise and be baptized, and wash 
away thy sins, calling upon the name of the 
Lord.” . 


EDINBURGH, 


May 29. 1777. 
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IN A LETTER TO A FRIEND. 


Dear Sir, 

REcEIveD your favour, inclofing a pamphlet en- 
titled “ Remarks on Scripture Texts relating to 
_ Infant-Baptifm.” But I think you might have ex- 
cufed me from writing an anfwer to it, fince all 
that is therein advanced has been more than fufh- 
ciently refuted in my Letters to Mr. Glas, Reply to 
Mr. Huddlefton, and View of the Prophecies which 
-you have feen*. Befides, when people allow them- 
felves (as this author hath done) to launch forth 
into the regions of fancy and conjecture, it is like 
hunting an ignis fatuus to trace them in all their 
vagaries. I find he aims a {troke now and then at 
my letters to Mr. Glas, and feems to be_a little 
warm when he fays, “* What are we that we fhould 
withftand God by refufing baptifm to children +? 
We deceive the hearts of thofe who believe 
without proper evidence, and blind the minds of 
thofe who receive not the fimple fayings of Jefus ;” 
and he reprefents us as gnen deftitute of “found 
and fober minds +.” This is a very heavy charge ; 


* Thefe were never publithed, but handed about in manufcript. 
f Page 10. + Page 15. note. 
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but as it does not reach conviction to me on the 
one hand, fo neither does it excite my refentment 
on the other: Yet I fincerely lament that he and 
his brethren fhould be fo much bemifted about 
the fubje€ts, manner, and import of baptifm, which 
cannot fail to corrupt their views of other impor- 
tant truths. ‘ 

This fmall pamphlet, I fee, is divided into four 
parts, and each part contains a propofition, with its 
proof or illuftration. I fhall therefore follow his 
method, and begin with ; 


PARTI 


« The little children who make up the kingdom 


“‘ of God, as it appears in this world, may be_ 
‘ diftingui/bed from other little children.” 


For proof of this he adduces Mark x. 13, 14. 
* And they brought young children to him, that 
he fhould touch them: and his difciples rebuked 
thofe that brought them. But when Jefus faw it 
he was much difpleafed, and faid unto them, fuffer 
the little children to come unto me and forbid 
them not; for of fuch is the kingdom of God.” 
Now, for my own part, I cannot fee the leaft 
affinity betwixt this text and the above propofition. 
———Thefe particular little children were indeed 
highly diftinguifhed by Chrift’s taking them in his 
arms and blefling them; and we learn from the 
paflage this comfortable truth, that of fuch little 
children is the kingdom.of ,God; but it {peaks not 
a word about how one little child may be di 
tinguifbed from another as belonging to that king- 
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dom, which is the thing affirmed in the propofi- 
tion. And here the matter fhould reft; but I am 
obliged to follow him through four obfervations, 
or rather imaginations, upon the words. 

Of. 1. “ Jefus here fuppofeth, that the little 
children who make up the kingdom of God, may 
be diftinguithed from other little children.”——But 
where do we hear him fuppofing this ?—*« This 
much,” fays he, “ is implied in the words, “ of 
sucH.”—That is, we may fuppofe from thefe 
two words, if we pleafe, that he fuppofeth it; and 
having converted this fuppofition of a fuppofition 
into a certain truth, he lays it'as a foundation 
principle to build upon.—* From this,” fays he, 
“< we learn, Firft, That they were the children of 
vifible believers ; for one little child cannot be dif- 
tinguifhed from another, but as connected with its 
parents.” 

It is probable that thofe who brought the little 
children believed at leaft that Jefus was as capable 
to blefs them as Jacob, Mofes, or any other pro- 
phet; but how does the words oF sucH, or any 
other words in the text, teach us that little children 
may be diftinguifhed as of the kingdom of God by 
their conne€tion with their parents ? Our Lord fays 
not a word about their parents, nor does he give 
the Jeaft hint, that they are to be diftinguifhed by 
their conneCtion with believing parents, this being 
only a figment of the author’s own brain ; fo that if, 
as he owns, they cannot otherwife be diftinguifhed, 
it follows that they cannot be diftinguifhed by us 
at all. But furely he will allow, that Chrift can 
@iftinguith them, as in the inftance before us, 
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whether they are connected with believing parents: 
or not. . ; 
Another thing, he fays, we learn from the words, 
is, “ Secondly; That Chrift is here fpeaking of the 
_ kingdom of God as it appears in this world.” That 
is, he is not fpeaking of the kingdom of God as it con- 
fifts only of the ele€ and faved, but as it appears in 
this world to men, and is compofed of foolifh as well 
as wife virgins, Mat. xxv. 1—13. of bad as well as 
good fifhes, chap. xiii. 47-50. But here he flatly 
contradi€ts the account which Jefus himfelf gives 
of the kingdom in the very next verfe. “ Verily, I 
fay unto you, whofoever fhall not receive the king- 
dom of God as a little child, he fhall not enter 
therein,” Mark x. 15. Luke xviii. 17. or, as it is 
expreffed in a parallel paflage, * Except ye be con- 
VERTED, and become as little children, ye fhall 
not enter into the kingdom of heaven,” Mat. xviit. 
3. which is of the fame import with what he fays 
to Nicodemus, “ Except a man be born again he 
cannot fee the kingdom of God.—Except a man 
be born of water and of the Spirit he cannot enter 
into the kingdom of God,” John iii. 3, 5. Since 
therefore our Lord explains himfelf, and tells us 
that infants belong to that kingdom of God, which 
‘none can enter but fuch as are converted, born 
again, and receive it as little children, how comes 
our author to fay, that he is here {peaking of the 
kingdom as it appears in this world, into which hy- 
pocrites and falfe profeffors may and do enter? 
Doubtlefs our Lord knew his own meaning beft, 
and fince he hath condefcended to explain it, it 
does not become us to contradi&t him. Let it 
therefore be noticed, once for all, that Jefus is not 
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here {peaking of the appearance of his kingdom in 
this world, but of its invifible reality, for to this 
only i is converfion and the new birth nurs ne- 
ceflary. His next obfervation is, 

Of. 2. « He (viz. Chrift) faith more on this oc- 
cafion than is allowed by fome who call themfelves 
his followers. He faith, that the kingdom of God 
is of fuch little children, as the young children that 
were brought to him.” But we are fo far from 
difallowing this, that we hold it in a higher fenfe 
than the author feems to allow. We maintain, that 
the kingdom of God, as it is invifible and unmixed, 
is of fuch little children as thofe brought to Chrift, 
and that all /uwch fhall certainly be faved ; whereas 
he only pleads, that they belong to the appearance 
of it in the world, and that many of them may 
fall fhort of falvation *. He obferves that our 
Lord’s words are not, * Such are of the kingdom 
of God,” but * Of fuch is the kingdom of God.” 
I own, however, that I am rather too dull to coms 
prehend this diftin€tion ; for I fuppofe the kingdom 
of God is of fuch as are of it. 

Ob/. 3. “ He here fuppofeth that his difciples 
might have learned, from the revelation of God 
which they then had, that the kingdom of God is 
of fuch little children as’thofe brought unto him ; 
for the difciples could not be in fault if they were 
not acting contrary to divine revelation; and he 

“mentions this as the revealed truth which they 
aéted in oppofition unto, Of fuch is the kingdom 
of God.” 


* Page 27. 
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That the difciples were faulty in rebuking thofe 
who brought the young children to him is plain ; 
and that they aéted contrary to a prior divine reve- 
Jation, is alfo clear from Matt. xviii. 2—5. Mark 
ix..36, 37. Luke ix. 47, 48. where, a confiderable 
time before this, he had taught them, that little 
children were of his kingdom, and fo not to be 
defpifed. After this revelation, it was certainly 
wrong in the difciples to hinder fuch being brought 
to Chrift in the days of his flefh, even as it would 
be finful in us to forbid any to pray for his bleffing 
upon infants, now he is in heaven: but what is 
all this to. the point ? 
- « From this,” fays he, ** we underftand, Firft, 
That thefe words of Chrift are the public interpre- . 
tation of fuch paflages of the Old Teftament ferip- 
tures as thefe, Pfal. lxix. 36. and cii..28. Ha. lxi. 
g. and Ixy, 23. Jer. xxx. 20. Ezek, xlvii..22.” In 
thefe paflages much. is faid of the feed, offspring, 
or children of the church, and here the author 
would have ‘eur Lord’s words to explain thefe chil- 
dren of infants in diftin€tion from adults, and of 
the infants of New Zefament believers in diftinGtion 
from all other infants. But neither does Chrift’s 
words here refer to fuch paffages, nor do the paf- 
fages themfelves fpeak of children in refpe@ of their 
being infants, or, the natural feed of New ‘Veftament 
believers; but in refpe&t of their being children of 
the church, which confifts both of Jews and Gen- 
tiles, the natural feed of believers and of unbe- 
lievers, even all of each of thefe who belong to 
the eleCtion of grace. ‘This I ihall briefly demon- 
{trate. 

It muft be admitted, that the children fpoken of 
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in the forementioned paffages, are the very fame 
with thofe fpoken of in Ta. xlix.. where we find 
Zion, upon the infidelity and rejection of the flefh- 
ly feed of Abraham, complaining of her defolate, 
_ childlefs, and forfaken fituation. But Zion faid, 
The Lord hath forfaken me, and my-Lord hath 
forgotten me,” ver. 14. To this a moft comfort- 
_ able anfwer is given from ver. 15 to 20. Then 
the Lord proceeds to comfort her with refpeét to 
her children; ‘ The children which thou fhalt 
have, after thou haft loft the other,” (i. e. after the 
Jews thall be caft off,) ‘* thall fay again in thy ears, 
The place is too {trait for me; give place to me 
that I may dwell,” verfe 20. At this unexpefted 
and numerous progeny, Zion is reprefented as 
wondering; and indeed the New Teftament fhews 
how much furprifed the believing Jews were when 
they faw the accomplifhment of this; fee Acts x. 
28, 45. chap. xi. 8. and therefore there is a quef- 
tion about it in the prophecy as a myfterious and 
puzzling matter to Zion. Then fhalt thou fay 
in thine heart, Who hath begotten me thefe, feeing 
I have loft my children, and am defolate, a captive 
and removing to and fro? and who hath brought 
up thefe? Behold I was left alone, thefe where 
had they been ?” verfe. 21. To this it is anfwered, 
« Thus faith the Lord God, Behold, I will lift up 
mine hand to the Gentiles, and fet up my ftandard 
to the people; and they dhall bring thy fons.in 
their arms, and thy daughters fhall bé carried upon 
their fhoulders.. And kings fhall be thy nurfing- 
fathers, and their. queens thy nurfing-mothers,” 
tec. verfe 22, 23..g. 4d. I will, caufe the gofpel to 
” be proclaimed .to the Gentile nations, and .will 
M2 
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beget children to thee from among them by the 
word of truth. As to their-natural birth, up- 
bringing, and outward privileges, be not concerned 
about thefe, for I will caufe the heathen to per- 
form thefe offices to thy children, and make the | 
kingdoms of the earth as fo many nurferies, and 
their kings and queens to be nurfing fathers and 
mothers to them in common. with their other fub- 
jects. 

In Ifa. liv. r—8. the church is again comforted 
with the promife of a numerous offspring. We 
can be at no lofs to underftand what church is 
here meant, for the apoftle applies the firft verfe 
to the Jerufalem which is above, and the mother 
of all God’s children, Gal. iv. 26, 27. which was 
typified by Sarah the free woman: and, as when 
Sarah was for a long time barren, till fhe was paft 
age, and her womb dead, God promifed that fhe 
fhould be bleffed, and be the mother of nations, 
Gen. xvii, 16. fo her antitype is here addreffed, 
« Sing, O barren, thou that didft not bear; break 
forth into finging, and cry aloud, thou that didft 
not travail with child; for more are the children 
of the defolate, than the children of the married 
wife, faith the Lord,” ver. 1. 9. d. However de- 
folate, forfaken, and barren thou mayft at prefent 
appear by the unbelief of the Jews ; yet thou fhalt 
bring forth a much more numerous offspring than 
the earthly Jerufalem, married to me by the Sinai 
covenant, and typified by Hagar the bond-woman. 
Therefore fhe is commanded ver. 2. to make room 
for her numerous family by enlarging the place of 
her tent, &c. That fhe might not doubt of this 
on account of her widowhocd, it is faid to‘her, 
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ver. 5. Thy Maker is. thy hufband, (the Lord of 
Holts: is his name), and thy Redeemer the holy 
One of Ifrael, the God of the whole earth fhall he 
be called ;” and that in diftin€tion from his being 
the God of the Jews only, (Rom. iii. 29.) fo that it 
is the Lord, the church’s hufband, that begets thefe 
children to her by the word of truth, (Jam. i. 18.) 
and hence it is faid, ver. 13. “all thy children thall 
be taught of the Lord, and great fhall be the peace 
of thy children.” This laft verfe is cited by our 
Lord, and he explains thefe children to be, « Every 
one that hath heard and learned of the Father, and, 
cometh unto him,” John vi. 45. The apoftle alfo 
explains this prophecy thus; ‘ But Jerufalem 
which is above is free, which is the mother of us 
all: for it is written, Rejoice thou barren, that 
beareft not; break forth and cry aloud, thou that 
travaile(t not; for the defoiate hath many more 
children than fhe which hath an hufband.” And 
if we enquire what kind of children thefe are; he 
anfwers, * Now we, brethren, as Ifaac was, ARE 
THE CHILDREN of promife : So then, we are 
not the children of the bond-woman, but of the 
free: i.e. We believers in Chrift are the children 
promifed in the prophets to the Jerufalem above, 
the antitype of Sarah the free woman, Gal. iv. 
20, 27, 28, 31. 

Here then, is the New Teftament key, or pub- 
lie interpretation of the prophecies refpeCting the 
children ; from which it is plain, they are not cal- 
led children on account of their nonage, or infant 
fiate : for Paul and thofe he writés to were not chil- 
@rea in that refpect; yet, fays he, “© We are the 
children.” Nor are they fo called on account of their 
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natural birth; «for the Jerafalem which is above 
brings forth no children by that kind of birth ; yet 
he fays, fhe is “ the mother of us all ;” and the na- 
ture of their birth is fully explained, John 1. 13. 
chap.) iii. 47 55. 60 James ers or Peters. 29. 
Neither is it becaufe they are the /eed of believers 
that they are called children ; for thofe to whom the 

»apoftie applies thefe prophecies were moftly the feed 
of heathen infidels and idolaters. © 

But thofe who are not fatisfied withthe apoftolic — 
explication of the prophecies, may pun upon the 
prophetic ftyle, and plead, That the prophecies 
{peak not only of the children of Zion as fuch, but 
alfo of their children, in fuch expreffions as thefe : 
—‘ The children of thy fervants—their feed 
—their children,” &c. and fo muft refpe& not only 
believers, but alfo their natural feed. In anfwer to 
which, I obferve, 

1. ‘That thefe promifes were all made, in the firft 
inftance tothe Jews. ‘They were delivered by their 
own prophets, and addreffed to that people in par- 
ticular, who’ were the maternal church, among 
whom God had not only a typical people, but alfo 
a remnant according to the election of grace, who 
believed and embraced the promifes, and waited for 

»*the confolation of Ifrael. The apoftle tells us ex- 
‘prefsly, that to them, “ belonged the covenants and 
the promifes,” Rom. ix. 4, and that in diftin@tion. 
from the Gentiles, whom he defcribes as at that 
time ‘aliens from the commonwealth of Ifrael, and 
ftrangers from the covenants of promife,” Ephef. 
ii} 12., Peter addrefling the Jews, tells them, that 
they were the children meant in the prophets, ‘* Ye 
are the children of the prophets, and of the cove- . 
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nant which God made with our fathers,” Aéts iti. 
25. and he fhews the convicted Jews, that the pro- 
mife of the extraordinary effufion of the Spirit men- 
tioned in Joel, was alfo primarily made to them. 
_& The promife is unto you, and to your children, 
-and to all that are afar off, even as many as the Lord 
our God fhall call,’ A@s ii. 39. (For Peter knew 
not as yet that the Gentiles fhould receive the Holy 
Ghoft, till he learnt it afterwards in the inftance of 
Cornelius, chap. x. 44, 45.) Accordingly we find, 
_ 2. That thefe promifes had their jir/f accompli/b- 
ment among the Jews. Chrift’s perfonal miffion 
was only to them as he declares himfelf, « Iam 
not fent but unto the loft fheep of the houfe of 
Ifrael.” Thefe he calls the children, in diftin@ion 
-from the Gentiles, whom he ftyles dogs, Mat. xv. 
24—28. Hence alfo during his perfonal miniftry 
on earth, he forbids his apoftles to go into the way 
of the Gentiles, Mat. x. 5, 6. and even after his 
refurrection, when he extends their commiflion to 
all nations, he commands them to preach the gof- 
pel firf# unto the Jews, Luke xxiv. 47. ‘This the 
apollle fays was neceffary, ACts xiii. 6. and the ne- 
ceflity of it is explained, Rom. xv. 8. “ Jefus Chrift 
was a minifter of the circumcifion, for the truth 
of God, to confirm the promifes made unto the 
fathers 3” i. e. he had his perfonal miffion to the 
Jews to:difplay God’s faithfulnefs in accomplifhing 
his promifes to their fathers. Peter having told 
them, that they were the children primarily in- 
tended in the prophets, and in the promife of the 
new covenant, fhews the fulfilment in thefe words, 
« Unto you jij? God having railed up his Son, 
_ fent him to bleis pan in turning away every one of 
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you from his iniquities,” Ads iii. 25,26. And 
Paul addrefling the Jews at Antioch, fays, * We 
declare unto you glad tidings, how that the promife _ 
which was made unto the FATHERS, God hath ful- 
filled the fame unto Us THEIR CHILDREN,” 6c. 
Adts xiii. 32, 33. Thus it appears that the pro- 
mifes made unto the Jewith fathers, had a primary 
refpet unto THEIR CHILDREN, as they are cal- 
led in the prophecies ; yet not unto a// their natural 
children as /uch, for then it behoved that whole 
nation to be faved; but only unto a remnant of 
' them according to the ele€tion of grace, even as 
many of them as the Lord fhould ca/l, ble/s, and turn 
from their iniquities, as the apoftle explains it. But, 
3. In the prophetic ftyle, old Ifrael are not only 
called fathers, in refpe&t of the ele€t among the na- 
tural children, but alfo in refpe&t of Gentile be- 
lievers, who are likewife reckoned their children. 
For proof of this, fee Jer. xxxi. 31, 32. *¢ Behold, 
the days come, faith the Lord, that I will make a 
new covenant with the houfe of Ifrael, and with the 
houfe of Judah; not according to the covenant 
that I made with THeIR FATHERs in the day that I 
took them by the hand to bring them out of the 
land of Eygpt,” &’c. Here thofe with whom the 
ord-made the old covenant are called the Fa- 
THERS Of thofe with whom he promifes to: make 
the new covenant in Chrift’s blood, and which in- 
cludes believing Gentiles as well as Jews. They 
are likewife fo called in the New Teftament. In 
Heb. ii. and iv. the apoftie proves at large, that 
the addrefs, Pial. xcv. 7, 8, 9. relpects the New 
Teftament church, * To-day, if ye will hear my 
voice, harden not your hearts as in the provocation 
—when YoUR FATHERs tempted me,” (°c. Here 
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old Ifrael are called the FATHERS of the Hoste 
of God for whom the heavenly reft remains; that 
is, the fpiritual feed of all nations, who believing 
enter into reft Again, writing to the Corinthians, 
he fays, “* Moreover, brethren, I would not that 
ye fhould be ignorant, how that all our FATHERS 
were under the cloud, and paffed through the fea,” 
{o%c. 1 Cor. x. 1. where we find old Ifrael ftyled the 
FATHERS, not only of Paul who was a Jew, but 
-alfo of the believing Corinthians who were Gen- 
tiles. 

Now it is plain they were not fathers by natural 
generation to the greater part of thofe called their 
children ; but they are fo called as being the ma- 
_ ternal cake and chiefly, becaufe of zhem, as con- 

cerning the flefh, Chrift came, Rom. ix. 5. of 
whom {prings the New Teftament church, his feed, 
Ifa. liii. 10, 11. God’s children, Heb. ii. 13. Chrift 
was a Son of the Jewifh church; unto them he 
was in a peculiar manner ‘¢a Cup born, anda 
Son given,” Ifa. ix. 6.3 but unto the New Tefta- 
ment church he is nines as (0 warn MsrAoyT 05 ctsayos) 
“the Faruer of the future age,’ ver. 6. So that 
what the apoftle argues, (Gal. iii. 29.), “ If ye be 
Chrift’s, then are ye Abraham’s feed,” will in 
like manner hold here; if they are Chrift’s children 
then are they the children of ancient Ifrael, feeing 
Chrift {fprung from that nation as the feed of Abra- 
-ham ; and they are as properly fo called, as Chrift’s 
throne is ftyled “ the throne of his father David,” 
Ifa. ix. 7. Luke i. 32. 
Gentile believers are never fpoken of as Fa- 
THERS, but as CHILDREN; and the apoftle repre- 
fents them as naturalized and adopted children into 
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the commonwealth of Ifrael, to which they were 
formerly ftrangers and aliens, Eph. ii. 12—21. 
He alfo reprefents them as branches of the wild 
olive tree, and graffed among the natural branches, 
(viz. the believing Jews), into the good olive tree, 
and with them partaking of its root and fatnefs, 
‘and ftanding therein by faith, Rom. xi. 17—25. 
For thefe and other reafons that might be men- 
tioned, old Ifrael are called the fathers of New 
Teftament believers, whether they be Jews or 
Gentiles ; and fuch, on the other hand, are called 
their children and children’s children in the prophecies. 
In a word, thefe promifes are made to old Ifrael as 
fathers refpeGting their children, viz. fuch of their 
natural feed as fhould believe the gofpel, together — 
with all fuch as fhould be adopted into the houfe- 
hold of God from among the Gentiles. But to re+ 
turn to our author. 

Ob. 4. “ He here fuppofeth that his difciples 
might have juftly inferred from this revealed truth 
“© Of fuch is the kingdom of God,” that they fhould 
not hinder thefe little children from being brought 
unto him, although it be not faid in the Old Tefta- 
ment fcriptures, that fuch little children: or any 
other little children, were to be brought to him in 
the days of his flefh ; nor do we find he had before | 
told it to them.” z 

I have anfwered this already, and fhewn that he 
had before told it to them. See Matth. xviii. 2—s5. 
and its parallels; and this the author alfo acknow- 
ledges *; fo that our Lord was not fo obfcure a 
Bacher a nor did he leave fo much to be made out 
by the dint of their reafoning faculty, and spac 
inferences, as this writer imagines. 
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But what he adds deferves our particular notice. 
«“ And we may, with the fame juftice and 
‘propriety infer from the fame truth, that the little 
children diftinguifhed from others, as the little 
children brought to Chrift were, on account of their 
connection with believing parents, fhould be bap- 
tized in his name}; feeing baptifm is appointed by 


him to be a fign and token of a perfon’s belonging 
to the kingdom of God as it appears in this world.” 
That is, in fhort, if the difciples might infer from 
what Chrift had plainly told them, that they ought 
not to forbid infants to be brought unto him ; then 
thay we, with equal juftice, infer from what is xo 
wvhere told us, that they ought to be baptized’: For it 

ought to be noticed, that this laft inference is drawn 
from the following groundlefs fancies, viz. 1. That 
infants belong to the kingdom of God as it appears 

. in this world: 2. That fach infants are’ diftinguifh- 
ed from others by their cowneétion with believing pa- 
rents: and 3.*That baptifm is the fgw of a perfon’s 
belonging to the kingdom of God. as it is vi/ible. 
The firft two of thefe I have already confuted. 
The laft feems to throw a refle€tion upon our Lord 
for not caufing thefe infants to be baptized ; feeing, 
(if we believe our author,) he had appointed it to 
‘be the token of their belonging to his kingdom, as 
it appears in this world. 

But what paffage in all the word of God declares 
this to be the fignification of baptifm? WhenI 
look into the New Teftament for the fignification — 
of that ordinance, I find that it is a fign or token of 
the remiffion of fins through the blood of ‘Chrift, 
Aéts ii. 38. chap. xxii. 16.—of the fenfe of this 

communicated to the confcience, 1 Peter iil, 21. 
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Heb. x. 22.—of our fellowship with, and conformi- 
ty to Chrift in his death, burial, and refurreCtion, 
by dying unto fin, and living unto righteoufnefs, 
Rom. vi. 4—7. Col. ii. 12.—and of our refurrec- 
tion from the dead unto eternal life, 1 Cor. xv. 29. 
But there is not the leaft hint given in all the {crip- 
tures, that it is “ appointed to be afign and token of 
a perfon’s belonging tothe kingdom of God as it ap- 
pears in this world.” It cannot indeed be adminif- 
tered to any till they appear to men to belong to the 
kingdom of ,God. by the profeffion of their faith ; 
but it is not the token or fign of this appearance ; 
but.of the /piritual, eternal and invifible blefings of 
the kingdom, as has been fhewn. 

It is a moft unworthy view of this ordinance to 
hold it only-as a token or fign of appearances or vifi- 
ble things. Sorry am I, that thofe who have fepa- 
‘rated from the national church upon the do@rine 
of the kingdom of Chrift,. which is not of this world, 
and in order to follow the footfteps of the apofiles 
and firft churches, ihould yet fall fo far fhort even 
of the national doctrine itfelf, as to the fignification 
of the very firft ordinance of Chriii’s kingdom. 
The Affembly’s Shorter Catechifm admits, that bap- 
tifm “ doth fignify and feal our ingrafting into 
Chriit, and partaking of the benefits of the cove- 
nant of grace, and our engagement to be the 
Lord’s,” Queft. 94. and although Tam not very 
fond of human ftandards, yet I would recommend to 
him, Queft. 165. of the Larger Catechifm upon 
this fubje@, particularly its feripture proofs, that, 
before he pretend to teach others, he may himfelf 
yet learn from thefe fy{tems he hath fet afide, which 
he the firft: principles of the oracles of God with — 
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re{pect to the fignification of baptifm ; for it plainly 
appears he hath loft fight of its meaning altogether. 
To make baptifm a fign or token of our being 
vifible fubje&s of the kingdom, or a figure of our 
being wifibly Javed * is not only a ftyle unknown in 
the fcriptures, but a fentiment in every refpect ab- 
furd, as it makes it a fign of what is as wiffb/e as it- 
felf and fo an ufelefs fign; a fign too of that which 
is but the appearance of another thing, viz. of our 
being real members of the kingdom as it is invifible ; 
and fo he makes it a fign of that which, in itelf, 
is of little confequence ; for what does it avail our 
being wifble fubjecis of the kingdom, or v7/bly faved, 
if we are not really fo? No wonder thofe who have 
fuch unworthy views of this. divine ordinance, 
fhould hold it as a matter of indifference whether 
they themfelves have been baptized according to 
their own doctrine or not +. But, in oppofition te 


* Page 24. 25. 

+ A-certain preface writer, who feems to be much difpleafed 
with all the Independents who follow not with him in his unifor- 
mity, among other things blames fome of them for “ forbearing 
and calling érethren, thofe who deny infant baptifm,” Pref. to 
Gias’s Teftimony, \aft edition, p. 27. 

They may defend themfelves from this charge as they are able; 
but certainly they are as confiftent in this, as he is in adopting 
and fuftaining for baptifm the fprinkling of the antichriftian church, 
contrary to all the fcripture grounds upon which he profefiedly 
holds it. Iam/credibly informed he has nothing to fay for this, 
but that baptifm being adminiftered in the name of the Father, 
Son, and Holy Ghoft, it muft for that reafon be valid, be the ad- 
miniftrator, parent or fubject what they will. But if the naming 
or calling over them this name, fanctifies an unfcriptural baptifm, 
then the fons of Sceva may be juflified in their attempt to caft out 
devils, fince they alfo made ufe of the name of Jefus whom Pau! 
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all this, baptifm is a fign or token of a-perfon’s be- 
longing to that true church which Chrift hath loved, 
and for which he gave himfelf, “ that he might 
fanctify and cleanfe it with the wafhing of water 
by the word,” Eph. v. 25, 26. 


preached, Acts xix 13- He will not plead, that the clergy of the 
national chureh have any better authority to baptize than thofe 
exorcifis had to caft out devils, fince he confiders them as wor- 
thippers of a falfe god, and to be the locufts which afcend out of 
the bottomlefs pit, whofe king is Abaddon or Apollyon, and whofe 
commiffion is only to hurt men, Rev. ix. 3—12. See Gias’s Works, 
vol. ii. p. 399—403. firft edit. Neither can he confiflently 
with his principles, admit, that the infants fprinkled in the na- 
tional church are the children of believing parents. Perhaps 
he will tell us that though the veflels of the temple were prophan=- _ 
ed at Babylon, yet they were afterwards ufed in the Lord’s fervice : Af 
_and fo the fprinkling of improper fubje@ts by the Jocufts of the 
national church, muft flill be held facred among Chriftians, and fuf- 
tained for feripture baptifm !!! 

Giving a fketch of Mr. Glas’s leading fentiments with refpect 
to the fubjeéts of the kingdom of Chrift. he fays, “ That men 
(according to John i. 13.) do rfot become fons or children in this 
kingdom by blood, or defcent from reli; gious anceftors—but wHOL~ 
LY OF GoD, through the power of his word—merely by the influence 
ofthe word of God upon their confciences. coming to them not 
in word only, but with power, and with the Holy Ghoft, and with 
much affurance,” &c. &c. Pref. p. 11, 12 Yet, in oppoftion to 
this, I fuppofe he will agree with Mr. Glas, that infants are born — 
holy, and of the kingdom ofheaven; and that they muft be looked 
upon as fons or children in this kingdom by their connetion with 
religious anceftors or parents, and not through the power of the 
word, or the influence of it upon their conieleenee: 

He profeffes to be extremely happy in his prefent conne@ion ; 
yet he difcovers not a little uneafinefs to find men in any meafure 
profefling the truth without acknowledging Mr Glas as their 
teacher, and giving him the glory; as if that author had been 
the original inventor of the dodtrine of the kingdom of heaven, 
and had by patent monopolized it to himfelf and his party. It 
avould not be difficult to fhew, that there are few fentiments of - 
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Further, the baptifm of infants is fo far from 

being a juft and proper inference from any thing 
contained in this paflage, that it is a clear example 
of the contrary: for here are children brought to 
Chrift, declared of his kingdom and bleffed, and 
thus became vifible fubje€ts; yet we read nothing - 
of their baptifm. We are fure that Chrift did not 
baptize them, for he baptized none, John iv. 2. and 
it is certain that his difciples had not baptized them 
formerly, elfe they would not have forbid their 

being brought to Chrift; nor did our Lord com- 
- mand them then to baptize them, though he de- 
clares them of his kingdom, and bleffes them. 
Hence we learn, that infants may be acknowledged 
to be of the kingdom of God without baptizing them. 

“ Conclufion. What are we then that we fhould 
withftand God, by refufing baptifm to the children 
who are declared by our Lord to make up thie 
kingdom of God, as it appears in this world ?”— 
This conclufion (as he calls it) is very awful, and 
had need to be well fupported. Let us therefore 
recapitulate the different fuppofitions upon which 
the charge of withftanding God is founded. And, 
firft, he fuppofes from our Lord’s words, that he 
meant we fhould fuppofe, that the little children 
who belong to his kingdom may be di/tinguifbed from 
other little children who do not belong to it; be- 
caufe he fays, * Of fuch is the kingdom of God.” 


any confequence in Mr. Glas’s works, that are not to be found in 
the writings of other clergymen before his time; and I am fure 
the beft of his fentiments are to be found in the fcriptures, which, 
blefled be God, lie open to every one. I do not fay this to de-~ 
preciate Mr. Glas’s writings, to which I myfelf have been indebt- 
ed in many things; but to expofe the vanity of glorying in men. 
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—Next he fuppofes him to mean, (though there is 
not the leaft hint of it), that this diftin@tion is. 
known by their natural connection with believing 
parents, for this good reafon, becaufe he knows of 
no other way one little child can be diftinguifhed 
from another: Upon this head he alfo conjectures, 
that Jefus refers us to the prophecies to find out 
his meaning, and that thefe prophecies refpect the 
carnal feed of New Teftament believers.—Laftly, 
he fuppofes him to mean, that infants belong to 
the kingdom of God as it_appears in this world, in- 
to which hypocrites do enter, though Jefus tells us 
in this and the parallel places, that they belong to 
that kingdom into which none can enter without 
being converted —From all this flimfy . cob-web 
which he hath fpun out of his own imagination, — 
he draws an inference, that infants ought to be 
baptized ; though we do not find that either Jefus 
or his difciples-baptized thefe or any other infants, 
or gave the leaft hint of any fuch thing. Then, as 
if he had demonftrated his point as clear as a propo- 
jition in Euclid, he afks, “« What are we that we 
thould withftand God?” But may I be permitted 
to afk, What is Je, that he fhould father his own 
dreams upon the feriptures ? Surely he has not duly 
_confidered the repeated prohibition, and its dread- 
ful fanction, recorded in Deut. iv. 2. Prov. xxx. 6. 
Rev. xxi. 18. 

In his conclufion he alfo fays, « There appears 
from this to be no room for the difciples of Chrift 
to enquire whether there were little children in the 
houfeholds that were baptized by the apoftles, when 
the heads of them made profeffion of the faith of 
Jefus.”—-But I cannot think that what he has al- 
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ready advanced is fo exceedingly conclufive as to 
preclude all farther enquiry into that matter. We 
have no occafion abfolutely to deny that there were 
infants in thofe houfes, (though it is at beft but a 
mere conjecture ;) for the fcripture fometimes men- 
tions a// the houfe, when only the adult part of it is 
intended. Thus it is faid, a// the houfe of Millo 
gathered together and made Abimelech king, Judges 
ix. 6. yet none will affirm that infants had any hand 
in this. In like manner, when it is faid, He “ fear- 
ed God with al/ his houfe,” As x. 2,.— they 
fpake unto him the word of the Lord, and to al// 
that were in/his houfe,” chap. xvi. 32.—“ he re- © 
joiced, believing in God with a// his houfe,” ver. 
34.— Crifpus believed on the Lord with a// his 
houfe,” chap. xviii. 8. we are fure, that, if there were 
any infants in thofe houfes, they muft be excepted 
in fuch paffiages, for this plain reafon, that infants 
can neither be faid to fear God, hear the word, 
believe, or rejoice in it. And if they cannot be 
included in the a/l who believed, Sc. neither can 
they, by any rule of reafoning, be included in the 
all who were baptized; for that word is not more 
comprehenfive in the Jatter than in the former cafe, 
and the connection demonttrates that the fame per 
_ fons are intended in both. 

If any, however, will contend, that the word 
ALL fignifies every individual in thofe houfes, with- 
out exception, we have no ebjection; butthen 
they muft at the fame time allow, that every indi- 
vidual of them were believers, and this leaves no 
room to fuppofe that there were any infants in 
thofe houfes. The author therefore may chufe any 
of thefe fuppofitions he thinks proper, it being of no 
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confequence im this argument. He hath, however, 
taken the eafiefl method of getting over thofe houfes 
of any writer I ever read on the fubje@. His talent 
lies in fuppofitions; and as one fuppofition is as 
eafily made as another, he takes it for granted that 
our Lord’s words, Mark x. 13, 14. clearly fuppofe 
that there were infants baptized in thefe houfes 
upon the profeffion of the parents; the very ftating 
of which is a fufficient anfwer. 

Others, however, convinced that no argument 
for infant baptifm can be drawn from théfe houfes, 
whilft fome ftubborn texts ftand in the way, have, 
without much ceremony, violently bended them to 
their own. purpofe. 1 fhall give a few inftances, 
Phe facred hiftorian tells us, that Cornelius was 
«* A devout man, and one that feared God witru- 
ALL His House,” Acts x. 2. Not fo, fays Mr. 
Huddlefton,) none in Cornelius’s houfe feared God 
but himfelf *.—Of the fame houfe of Cornelius, 
together with fome of his kinfmen, it is written 
“© The Hoty Guosr fell on all them which HEARD 
the word,” ver. 44. and Peter fays, “ God purified 
their hearts by FairH,” chap. xv. g. But the 
above author tells us, that there is no account ‘ of 
the houfe of Cornelius, hearing, believing, or re- 
ceiving the Holy Ghoit,” + and that “ it cannat 
be affirmed in the fear of God, that he had any 
houfe elfe but little children }.”—Of the Jaylorand 
his houfe it is alfo written, that Paul and Silas 
 fpake unto him the word of the Lord, anp To 
ALL THAT WERE IN His House.” ‘Chap. xvi.i32. 
This he alfo flatly contradicts, by denying that 
“ Paul and Silas had any other hearer’ from. the _ 


* Hudd, Letters, p. 54 t Ibid, + Rage 22. 
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Jaylor’s houfe befides himfelf *.” We are further 
told that the Jaylor « rejoiced believing in God 
WITH ALL HIS HoUsE,” ver. 34. but Mr. Glas 
aflures us, there was no fuch thing; that none in 
_the Jaylor’s houfe believed in God but himfelf, and 
that his rejoicing was not in God, but in the whole 
houfe +. 5 


* Huddleston’s Letters, p. 56. 

+ His words are, ‘it is fuid, ver. 34. that he believed; and 
there is no mention of any other believing but himfelf.. The text 
fays, That he believed God, rejoicing in the whole houfe ; nyuh- 
Auacalo wavoixs; as Rom. xii. 12. on cawids sousgorles, “ re. 
joicing in hope.” This joy is his who feJl down before Paul and 
Silas—It was he that rejoiced believing in God,” Glas’s Works, 
vol. ii. p. 129.—But in oppofition to this uncouth criticifm, I thall 
demonftrate, even to the conviction of the Englith reader, that the 
adverb ravexs (of res all, and? axes houfe) is the fame with cov 
gas oimw, With all the houfe. This is clear from its undeniable fenfe 
in other paflages where it occurs. The Seventy ufe this word in 
Exod. i. 1, ‘* Now thefe are the names of the children of Ifrael 
which came into Eygpt, (sxasos wavoixs, 1. €.) each man with 
his whole houfe.” Or, fhall we fay, according to this criticifm, 
that only the eleven patriarchs came into Egypt ; that this journey 
was theirs, and that their families wereleft behind them ? The only 
other place where 1 have met with this word is in Jofephus, Antiq. 
B.IV. chap. iv. Sec. 4. where, fpeaking of the law refpeting the 
offerings alloted for the priefts maintenance, he fays, it was ap- 
pointed ‘* that they, (#ayaxs) with their whole families, might 
eat them in the holy city.” Should any one flill imagine that thefe 
offerings pertained only to the prieft himfelf; that this eating was 
his, and that none of his family partook with him, I refer him to 
the Jaw itfelf-of which Jofephus is fpeaking, “ In the moft holy 
_-place fhalt thou eat it—I have given them unto thee, and to thy 
fons, and to thy daughters with thee, bya flatute for ever: every 
ene that is clean in thy houfe fhall eat of it,” Num. xviii. 10—20. 
Thus it is clear beyond all difpute, That our tranflators have 
given the true meaning of this word, and that when a man does 
‘any thing xavoixi, he does it in concert with a whole houfe, who are 
equally engaged therein with himfelf, 
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After fuch bold attacks as thefe upon the word of ~ 
God, to make way for this human invention, we 
need not wonder at any thing, however ridiculous 
and abfurd, that may be’ advanced’ upon the fubject. 
Our author’s dreams ‘and conjeCtures are almoft 
innocent when compared with thefe; for though 
it is very unbecoming to give way to. groundlefs 
conjeétures, when the queftion is about what faith 
‘the Lord, yet it is not near fo fhocking, as flatly 
to contradi@t the plain and exprefs teftimony of 
the word of God. But I have enlarged too much _ 
upon this head, and fhall now proceed to . 


” 
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«© Chrift’s. commiflion to his apoftles, * Go and 
teach all nations, baptizing them in the name 
of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Ho- 
ly Ghoft,’ is to be underftood according to the 
prophecies that went before concerning the call- 
ing of the Gentiles, and the children who fhould 

~make up the Mefhiah’s kingdom as it appears in 
this world.” 


That the commiflion, Matth. xxviii. 18, rg. was 
every way agreeable to the prophecies refpecting the 
calling of the Gentiles, and the children that fhould 
make up the Meffiah’s kingdom, is freely granted ; 
and I refer you back to the view I have given of 
thefe children, and the fenfe in which they are fo 
called. But when he fays, “ the commiffion muft 
be underftood, according to the prophecies,” T’am 
much miftaken if he does not mean, that we muft 
explain the commifhon by thefe prophecies, or take 
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_ the prophecies as a key to our Lord’s words, which 
I abfolutely deny. We could no more underftand 
the plaineft of thefe prophecies, than the eunuch 
did, were it not for the public interpretation of the 
infpired apoftles. The calling of the Gentiles 
appears to us now to be plainly prophefied of, be- 
caufe we have the New Teftament key ; but the 


apoftle always fpeaks of that event as a myftery — 


hid from ages and generations, and which in other 
ages was not known, Eph. iii. 5, 6. Col. i. 26. and 
fo we fee how ignorant the firft Jewith converts, 
and even the apoftles themfelves, had been about 
that matter, Acts x. 28, 34, 35, 45. chap. xi. 2, 3, 


37, 18. We are not aware how much we are be- © 


holden to the New Teftament ‘explication of the 
_ prophecies, and are ready,to wonder at the ftupidity 
of the Jews ; but it is more wonderful to fee men, 
who acknowledge the New Teftament to be the ac- 
complifhment and explication of the Old, ftill over- 
looking that explication, and advancing their own 
fancies upon the prophecies in its ftead; and, what 
exceeds all, making the Old Teftament a key to 
the New. It is by this method that national 
churches and covenants have been founded on 
{cripture. The Seceders can find even their party, 
with the bond for renewing the covenant, prophefi- 
ed of in Iai. xix.-18.* and they can tell us, with 
as good a grace as our author, that 2 Cor. viii, 5. 
is to be underftood according to fuch prophecies. 
The prophecies in general do not admit of a 
{tri&t and literal interpretation, when applying thent 
to the affairs of Chrift’s kingdom, as they are cloth- 


* See Mr. Moncrieff’s Sermons on the Duty of National Co- 
yenanting. : 
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ed in language borrowed from the types; for this 
would lead us into the very error of the Jews, and 
judaizing profeflors who minded earthly things, 
among which was their being of the ftock of Hrael. _ 
Hence the neceflity of attending diligently, and ad- 
hering ftri€tly to the apoftolic explication of the 
prophecies, as welk as types of the Old Teftament. 
We cannot therefore go at firft hand to the pro- 
phecies, in arder to explain the New Teftament by ~ 
them; on the contrary, we muft enter them with 
the New Teftament key, by which they are opened — 
to us in exprefs quotations, doctrine, or the hiftory 
of facts ; for the infpired and able minifters of the 
New Teftament teach without a veil, and ufe great 
plainnefs of fpeech, 2 Cor. ili. 12, 13. “This being 
the cafe, I lay down the reverfe of our author’s po- _ 
fition and maintain, ; 

That the prophecies which went before concern- 
ing the calling of the Gentiles, and the chil- 
dren who fhould make up the Mefliah’s king- 
dom, muft be underftood according to, or ex- 
plained by, our Lord’s commiffion to his apof- 
tles in connection with the fubfequent revela- 
tion. 

The beft commentary upon our Lord’s commif- 
fion to his apoltles, is their practice in executing it, 
of which we have an account in the hiftory of the 
Acts, Fa&ts are always the plaineft and moft con- 
vincing arguments. 

1. Jefus commands them to * Go, and each all 
nations ;” or as Mark hath it, ‘* Go ye into all the 
world, and preach the gofpel to every creature,” 
chap. xvi. 15. Accordingly we find them going 
about every where teaching or preaching the gof- 
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pel, firft to the Jews, and afterwards to the Gen- 
tiles of all nations; and it was by this teaching 
alone that they made difciples. ‘3 

. 2. He commands them to baptize them, viz. thofe 
whom they fhould previoufly teach, or make difci- 
ples by teaching ; for Mark hath it, « He that de- 
lieveth, and is baptized.” Let us now fee if they 
always obferved this order, viz. of baptizing only 
thofe whom they had firft taught or made difciples. 
Peter firft preaches the gofpel to the Jews, * then 
they that gladly received his word were baptized,” 
“(Aets ii. 41.—Philip, in the firft place, preaches 
the gofpel to the Samaritans, and then « when they 
believed Philip preaching the things concerning the 
kingdom of God, and the name of Jefus, they 
were baptized both men and women,” Chap. viii. 
12.—The fame Philip preached Jefus to the eunuch, 
but-it was not till he profe/fed the faith, that he bap- 
tized him, ver. 35, 37, 38. Peter firft taught 
Cornelius, his houfe and friends, and it was not till 
the Holy Ghof fell upon them, and they magnified 
God, that they were baptized, chap. x. 44—48. 
Paul and Silas firft fpake the word of the Lord to 
the Jaylor, and to all that were in his houfe, and 
when they believed it, they were baptized, chap. 
EVI. 32, 33, 34.-—In like manner, « many of the 
Corinthians hearing, delieved, and,” then it follows, 
they “ were baptized,” Acts xviii. 8, Thefe in- 
{tances demonitrate, that the apoftles adhered {tri@- 
ly to the order of the commiflion; and I make 
bold to challenge ali the Pedobaptifts in the world 
to produce one fingle inftance wherein they de- 
viated from this order, or baptized any till they 
were previoufly made difciples by teaching. 
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3. They are commanded to teach the baptized 
difciples, ragav, to obferve (keep or obey) all things 
whatfoever he had commanded them. This laft 
teaching is not only expreffed by a different word 
in the original, but differs in various other refpects 
from the firft, and fo is not a tautology. The firft 
has for its objec? all nations; the laft only the bap- 
tized difciples gathered owt of the nations.—The 


defen of the former is to make difciples, or beget 


unbeliefers to the faith; that of the latter is to in= 
ftruct believers how they ought to walk and pleafe 
God.—The /ubje& matter of the firft is the gofpel ; 
that of the latter, Chrift’s laws and ordinances. 

That the apoftles always timed this laft teaching 
according to the order {tated in the commiflion, is 
alfo plain from the whole of their pra€tice. As 
they never baptized any but fuch as were firft made 
difcipies by preaching the gofpel to them} fo nei- 
ther did they ever teach men to obey the laws of 
Chrift till they were baptized difciples. They ne- 
ver fuppofed that any one could obey the gofpel, 
till once their minds were principled by the truth ; 
nor did they make any account of that obedience 
which does not {pring from love, a pure heart, a 
good confcience, and faith unfeigned. Wherever 
we find them inculcating the obfervance of a// things 
whatfoever Chrift hath commanded, they addrefs 
themfelves only to difciples, and draw the reafons 
and motives of their exhortations from the princi- 
ples of the gofpel, which fuch are fuppofed already 
to believe. To evince this, I might cite all the 
commandments and exhortations in the New Tefta- 
ment *. 


* As the Lord’s fupper is among the ai? things which the bap- 
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Thus it is clear, that the apoftles executed the 
commiffion in all its parts, and in the very order 
in which it was delivered to them; and it would 
have been prepofterous, as well as dire difobe-. 
dience in them, to have done otherwife ; for indeed, 
that order is founded as well in-the nature of things, 
as in pofitive inftitution ; and cannot be deranged 
or inverted, without throwing the whole into con- 
fufion and abfurdity. We have no occafion there- 

‘fore to go to the prophecies for explaining the com= 
miffion. This would be to ufe the light of a candle 
to let us fee the meridian fun. It is {ufficiently 


tized difciples ‘mutt be taught to obferve, it is plain, that none aré 
proper fubjects of baptifm, but fuch as may immediately after re- 
ceive the Lord’s fupper Mr. Huddleften fays, ‘* This objection 
takes its rife from this notion; That none are capable of being mem= 
bers of the body of Chrift, but thofe who are capable of being mem- 
bers of thofe churches which are formed to fhew forth this body.” 
Lett. p. 77- Anf. Not fo; but it takes its rife from this notion, 
That none are capable of bactifm, but fuch as are alfo capable of 
being 4e fame day added to a vifible church, and fo of continuing 
in the apoftles doctrine, and in fellowthip, and in breaking of bread, 
and in prayers, Acts ii. 41, 42. Baptifm is the fign of the new 
birth, and the Lord’s fupper of feeding upon Chrift the true bread ; 
and fo the connection between thefe two ordinances, and the 
things fignified by them, is as immediate and neceflary, as that 
between a perfon’s saving life and his taking food to preferve it. 
If therefore, perfons appear to be born of the Spirit, and have 
the fign thereof in baptifm, how come they to be denied the fign 
of their {piritual nourifhment in the fupper. What can this re- 
prefent but children in a flarving condition ? It is admitted, that 
baptifm belongs to none but fuch as are vifible fubjects of the 
kingdom of God; and I lay it down as an axiom, which I am 
confident none can overthrow, viz. That the Lord’s fupper be- 
* Jongs to all the vifible fubje@ts of the kingdom of God immediately 


upon their being baptized. 5 
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plain of itfelf; and if any poflibility of doubt fhould 
remain, the apoftolic practice entirely removes it. 

Further, the prophecies cencerning the children 
who fhould make up the Meffiah’s kingdom as it 
appears in this world, muft be underftood according 
to this commiffion, and the fubfequent revelation 
given to the apoftles for executing it. But this 
commiffion refpects no vifible children but fuch as 
are capable of being taught, or made difciples by 
teaching ; and to this agree the prophecies refpeCt- 
ing them, * All thy children fhall be taught of the 
Lord, and great fhall be the peace of thy children,” 
Ifa. liv. 13. which our Lord explains thus, “ every 
one that hath heard, and learned of the Father, 
cometh unto me,” John vi. 45. for they are all the 
children of God by faith in Chriit Jefus, Gal. iii. 
26. The apoftles acknowledged none as vifible 
children of God, but fuch as profeffed this faith. 
Such alfo are the children who are to be baptized 
according to the commifhion; for it does not fay, Bap- 
tize little children firft, and teach or difciple them 
afterwards; but on the contrary, it runs, ** Teach 
all nations, baptizing them.—He that believeth, and 
is baptized ;” and with this the whole of the apof- 
tolic practice, as alfo their dodétrine about baptifm 
correfponds 3 “ For (fays the apoftle) we are all the 
children of God by faith in Chrift Jefus; for as 
many of us as have been baptized into Chrift, have 
put on Chrift.” Gal. iil. 26, 27. 

Enough, I am perfuaded, has been faid to con- 
vince any fimple and candid perfon, that the com- 
miffion has no refpect to the baptifm of infants, . 
and that fuch a pra€tice is every way incompatible 
with it, as well as with the prophecies which re- 
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late to it. But I muft take notice of fome of our 
author’s fancies on this head. 

_ He gives us two views of the commiffion.—r. As 
it refpe€ts teaching.—2. As it refpedts teaching and 
baptizing. A moft curious diftin€tion indeed! As 
if the apoftles were to teach fome whom they were 
not to teach and baptize, and teach and baptize others 
whom they were not to zeach. His intention, how- 
ever, is to fhew, that the commiffion warrants the 
baptifm of thofe who are not taught. Upon the 
firft part of this imaginary diftin€tion, he fays, 

1. “ This commiflion, as it refpects teaching or 
preaching, is to be underftood according to the pro- 
phecies that went before concerning the calling of the 
Gentiles.” This ke grounds on Ats xii 44.—47. 
where the apoftle cites Ifa. xlix. 6. to fhew 
the Jews, who did not regard the commiffion or the 
authority of Jefus, that he was warranted from their 

_own fcriptures to preach the gofpel to the Gentiles. 
But were we to underftand the commiflion only ac- 
cording to this prophecy, then the apoftles would 
have had no commiffion to teach the Jews ; for this 
prophecy, as quoted by the apoftle, fpeaks only of 
the Gentiles ; whereas they were commiffioned to 
teach all nations, both Jews and Gentiles ; to preach 
repentance and remiflion of fins, in Chrift’s name, 
among all nations, beginning at Ferufalem, Luke 
xxiv. 47. To fome of them was committed the gof- 
pel of the circumcifion, as unto Peter ; to others the 
gofpel of the uncircumcifion, as unto Paul, Gal. ii 7. 
and accordingly they preached the gofpel, fo the 
Fews firft, and alfo to the Gentiles, Rom. i. 16. This 
then, is a wrong view of the commifhion, becaufe 
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partial. After all what concern has it with infant 
{prinkling ? I fuppote we mutt gather this from his 
fecond view, Vile ge 

2. This commiffion, as it refpects teaching and 
baptizing, mult be underftood according to the pro- 
phecies concerning the ealling of the Gentiles, and 
the children who fhould make up the Mefliah’s 
kingdom as it appears in this world.” For this he 
citee Aéts ii. containing Peter’s difcourfes to the 
Jews. But how does Peter’s teaching the Jews 
fhew he was commiflioned only to teach the Gen-. 
tiles? Or how does it fhew, that teaching and bap- 
tizing re{pects infants? To difcover this we muft 
have recourfe, after all, to the author’s paraphrafe, 
giving fuch a fenfe of ver. 38, 39. as he owns the 
apoftle himfelf did not underftand or intend; and 
no wonder, for indeed it is a very ftrange one. 
—‘* Change your views of the Mefhiah’s kingdom 
—for the promife of a ftanding in his kingdom as 
it appears in this world, is unto you, and to your 
children, and to them that are afar off, belonging to 
any nation in the fame way that it is unto you ; that 
is, to them and to their children: in this way it is 
unto thofe whom the Lord eur God fhall call out 
of every nation; for the Gentiles are to have the 
fame privileges with the Jews in the kingdom of 
Jefus.” 

The repentance which our author here calls the 
Jews to, is fuch as they did not need: it required 
no change in their views of the Mefliah’s kingdom 
to believe, that they, as the children of Abraham, 
and their carnal feed, fhould have a ftanding in it, 
for this was the view they all along had of it; but 
when John the Baptift preaches the kingdom of the. 
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Mefliah, ke calls them tor “repent of fuch views, 
“ Begin not to fay within youtfelves, We have 
Abraham to our father ;” (Luke iii. 8.) or in other 
words, We have a believer to our father; for this 
can procure you no ftanding in the Meffiah’s king- 
dom.  Agreeably to this the apoftle fays, «* Hence- 
forth know we no man after the flefh;” i.e. We 
efteem no man a fubjeét of Chrift’s kingdom by 
his carnal defcent from Abraham, or by any thing 
that conftituted him a member of, and entitled him 
to, the: privileges of the Jewifh church—* Theré- 
fore, if any man be in Chrift, he is (or, let him 
be) a new creature.” 2 Cor. v. 16, 17. 

Again, the promife which he makes them of a 
vifible landing (as he calls it) is very different from 
that which Peter here mentions, which is the pro- 
mife of the Holy Ghof fpoken of-by the prophet 
Joel; fee ver. 16-22. 

Further, the children here mentioned, are fup- 
pofed by our author to be infant children, for fuch 
only can an{wer his purpofe ;, but the apoiftle is here 
{peaking of the fame children that are fpoken of in 
Joel, viz. their fons and their daughters who fhould 
receive the Spirit and prophefy. Mr. Huddlefton 
obferves on this paflage, that ‘* Peter fays, the 
promife is unto you, i. e. all gladly receiving the 
word.—From thefe you he diftinguifhes their chil- 
dren, and conneéts them in the promife ;, and their 
children fure muft be all the children that could 
not be included in the preceding you, fo all their 
little children *.” But he might alfo have told 
us, that the Jews had infant children who caft out 
devils; for our Lord afks them, “ By whom do, 

* Letters, p. 20. 
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your children cat them out?” Mat. xii. 27. Here 
the children are diftinguifhed from thofe whom 
our Lord addrefles, and cannot be included in the 
preceding your, and fo, according to this author’s 
logic, muft be “ all their little children.” Mr. 
Sandeman, however, feems to have had a very juft 
view of the children here fpoken of, where he fays, 
“¢ The promife is only to as many as the Lord our 
God fhall call; and wone can appear to us to be the 
called of God, but fuch as appear to believe the 
gofpel which Peter se ag wee to comply with 
his exhortation to repentance * 

Laftly, he makes Peter tell nid Jews, that “ hie 
Gentiles were to have the fame privileges with 


them in the kingdom of Jefus :’—-Whereas this was 
more than he prabably knew himfelf, till it was after- 
wards revealed to him; nor was it to his purpofe 
in calling the Jews to repentance, who were not 
yet able to bear that truth. In fhort, the author 
has fo framed his paraphrafe, as to lead one to 
think, that Peter was addrefling Baptifts inftead of 
Jews, and that he was calling them to repent and 
baptize their infants! and yet, after all, we find 
none baptized'there, but ¢hey that gladly received his 
word, and were that fame day added to the church, 
ver. 4}. : 
Permit me now, in my turn, to paraphrafe. thefe 
two verfes. The promife of the Holy Ghoft, 
fpoken of in Joel, is unto you, Jews, and to your 
children, even your fons and daughters who thall 
prophefy, ver. 17. and it is not only to you who 
dwell at Jerufalem, but alfo to thofe of you who 
are afar off from thence difperfed among the nations 3 


+ Appendix to Letters on Theron and Afpafio, Wol. ii. p. 382. 
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yet not to all the Jewith nation, but to the rem- 
nant according to the election of grace, (Rom. ix. 
27. chap. xi. 5.), which in the prophecy are ftyled 
“the remnant whom the Lord fhall call,” Joel 
ii. 32.3 fo this promife is even to as many of you, 
and your children, both here and elfewhere, as the 
Lord our God fhall call, and to none elfe of you ; 
for he giveth the Holy Ghoft only to fuch as obey 
him, chap. v. 32.. Repent therefore, and be bap- 
tized every one of you in the name of Jefus Chrift, 
. for the remiffion of fins, and ye fhall receive the 

gift of the Holy Gholt, according to God’s pro- 
mife. : : 

He owns, we “ fay juft things concerning the 
two covenants, viz. the law or Sinai covenant, and 
the new or better covenant; and the two feeds, 
viz. the natural feed of Abraham, and the fpiritual 
feed of Chrift, who are alfo called the feed of 
Abraham, as being connected with Him who is of 
the feed of Abraham, according to the flefh, the 
great promifed Seed.” Had the author confider- 
ed properly what he is here faying, he might have , 
feen, that by this conceflion he hath entirely given 
up the point, and cut himfelf out from every 
ground to ftand upon; it being impoflible for him 
to hold thefe diftinCtions confiftently with the prin- 
ciples he lays down for infant-baptifm; for he 
gives the very fame place to the flefhly birth in the 
kingdom of Chrift under the new covenant, that it 
formerly had in the earthly kingdom under the old 
covenant. He niakes it as good an evidence of 
their being Chriftians, as it was formerly of their 
being Jews: nay, he makes it of greater avail now, 
than under the old covenant ; for then it could not 
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diftinguith the {piritual feed of Abraham; but now, 
(according to his do€trine), it points out thofe whom 
we are to reckon the true holy feed, and heirs 
of fpiritual, everlafting and heavenly privileges. 

Mr Huddlefton afferts, «* That the flefhly feed 
of New Teftament believers are really the fpiritual 
feed of Abraham *;” but he denies, that they are 
" diftinguifhed by the flefhly birth, and fays, « Be- 
liever’s infants are diftinguifhed by that fame thing 
which diftinguifhes themfelves to be the fpiritual 
Irael, viz. the confeflion of the mouth to falva- 
tion +.” Do infants then confefs the faith with 
the mouth ? No.—How then are they diftinguith- 
ed? By the confeflion of another.—Very well; 
and does this confeflion refpect all infants ? No.— 
How then do we diftinguifh the infants whom this 
confeflion refpects, from other infants ? By their 
being the infants of the profeflor, or {pringing from 
him by natural géneration. ‘Thus we fee it lands in 
the natural birth at la{t; and if this be not con- 
founding the apoftolic diftin@ion of the covenants, 
and feeds, I know not what is. 

But then our author fays, we “ confound the dif- 
tinction that is betwixt the /piritually holy nation ; 
which confifts of the faved out of all nations, with 
the kingdom of God as it appears in this world: and in 
this way. deceive the hearts of: thofe who believe 
without proper evidence, and blind the- minds of 
them who receive not the fimple fayings of the Son 
of God” and for this diftin@tion he cites Matth. 
xiii. 47—50. which fpeaks of the good and bad 
fifhes ; to this he might have added, Matth. xxv. 
r—14. which fpeaks of the wie and fos/i/b virgins. 


* Letters, p. 73. t Page 74, 
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- As the author’s whole fcheme of reafoning refts 
~ entirely upon an improper ufe of this diftinGtion, 
which is to be met with almoft in every page of his 
book, I {hall confider it particularly. 

1. We’ maintain, that the true kingdom of God 
confifts of the whole body of the elect, whether 
Jews or Gentiles, infants or adults, who are re- 
deemed by the blood of the Lamb, and who fhall 
all be certainly and finally faved. This is that fo- 
ciety which the feripture calls the general affembly 
and church of the firft-born, which are enrolled in 
heaven, Heb, xii. 23. the whole family in heaven 
and in earth, Eph, iii. 15. the one body, having the 
one {pirit, and of which Chrift. is the head, chap. 
iv. 4. chap. v. 23. and which is commonly called 
his inuifible kingdom or church. Into this kingdom 
no hypocrite or unclean thing can enter, Rev. xxi. 
27. 

2. We maintain, that this kingdom appears in 
this world unto men, in the open profeflion of the 
faith of Jefus with its correfpondent fruits, and in 
no other way; but as men do not always {peak as 
they think, and as good actions may often proceed 
from bad principles and motives; and further, as we 
neither can nor are allowed to judge the hearts of 
men, hence hypocrites and unbelievers may enter 
into the appearance of this kingdom in the world; 
and fo our Lord reprefents it in this view, as con- 
fitting of wife and foolifh virgins, good and bad 
fithes, fs’. To this view of the kingdom belong 
‘the churches of the faints, each of whom are a 
vifible reprefentation of that one body which is invi- 
fible. But to the point: 

3- Thofe whom the fcripture points out unto us 
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as belonging to Chrift’s kingdom as it appears in 
this world, mutt alfo be looked upon as belonging ~ 
to the holy nation of them that are faved. We are. 
obliged by the word of God to efteem none bre- 
thren, but fuch as profefs the faith, and walk ac- 
cordingly. We are alfo bound by that fame word, 
to efteem every one who profeffes the faith of 
Chrift, and appears under its influence, to be not 
only in appearance, but in truth and reality the ele& - 
of God, and to love them as brethren for whom 
Chrift died. We are. not allowed here to make 
any diftin€tion between thofe who belong to the ap- 
pearance of Chrift’s kingdom in this world, and 
thofe who belong to the fpiritually holy nation of 
them that are faved. 

(1.) Becaufe we cannot do it. This diftinQion 
is known only to God. He alone knows whom he 
hath chofen, and who are his; he alfo fearcheth - 
the hearts, and trieth the reins of the children of 
men, and can difcover the moft hidden hypocrify 
under the difguife of the faireft appearances; and 
it is he alone that will at laft make a final  fepa- 
ration of the fheep from the goats, and gather out 
of his kingdom every thing that offends. But for 
us, we can make no fuch difcrimination. Many may: 
obtain falvation whom we cannot efteem {faints ; 
and fome, whom we muft look upon as fuch, may 
finally fall fhort of it. 

(2.) Becaufe it is contrary to the fervent charity 
enjoined in the gofpel, for us to attempt to diftin« 
guifh between the wifit/e and real fubje€ts of Chrift’s 
kingdom. Charity rejoiceth in the truth, and re- 
{pects our brethren as real believers, not as nomi- 
nal ones only. We love them in the truth, as 
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knowing the truth, and for the truth’s fake dwell- 
* ing in them, 2 John ver. 1, 2.—as brethren for whom 
Chrift died, Rom. xiv. 15.—as members of that 
one body whereof Chrift is the head, and for which 
he gave himfelf an offering and a facrifice to God. 
Eph. iv. 4, 15, 16. chap. v. 2. It is only in this 
view we can love them with a pure heart fervently. 
_ Every thought of them that falls fhort of this view, 
without vifible evidence, is that evil-judging which 
is oppofed to charity, and am afluming Chrift’s 
prerogative, Rom. xiv. 4, to. James iv. 12. 

(3.) The infpired apoftles, though they had the 
gift of difcerning fpirits in refpe&t of doétrine, yet 
they never diftinguifh thofe who belong to the ap- 
pearance of Chrift’s kingdom in this’ world, from 
fuch as belong to the holy nation of the faved, but 
{peak of them always as one and the fame, or, (to 

_ufe our author’s phrafe), confound them. They ad- 
drefs all to whom they write as ele, faints, re+ 
deemed, and faved. Paul fays, that the veflels of 
mercy which God had afore prepared unto glory, 
are, * Even us whom he hath called, not of the 
Jews only, but alfo of the Gentiles, Rom. ix. 23, 
24.—he includes the profefling Ephefians with 
himfelf, as redeemed and adopted, according as 
they were predeftinated and chofen in Chrift before 
the foundation of the world, Eph. i. 4—8.—he tells 
the Theffalonians, that he knew their election, 
1 Theff. i. 4—and declaresthat the Hebrews were 
come unto the general afflembly and church of the 
firft-born which are written in heaven, Heb. xii. 
22, 23.—Peter writing to the ftrangers {cattered 
abroad, addreffes them as ‘* Ele&t according to the 
foreknowledge of God the Father, through fandati- 
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fication of the Spirit, unto obedience, and fprink- 
ling of the blood of Jefus Chrift,” 1 Pet. 1. 2. and 
calls them “ a chofen ‘generation, a royal prieft- 
hood, an holy nation, a peculiar people,” chap. ii. 
9. ‘et notwithftanding all this, we learn from 
thefe fame writings, that hypocrites and falfe pro- 
feflors had crept in even among them. Shall we 
therefore infer, that the apoftles deceive the hearts 
and blind the minds of men, becaufe they do not 
diftinguifh between the apparent and real fubje&s of 
Chrift, or, in other words, becaufe they were not 
omnifcient? We indeed know, that there is a 
diftin€tion between the appearance and reality of 
true religion; but the praCtical ufe of this is, not to 
judge our brother, but to judge and examine ourfelves, 
1 Cor. xi. 28, 31. Gal. vi. 3, 4 

It is evident then, that ‘this diftin@tion which 
our author harps fo much upon, has nothing to do 
with the controverfy about baptifm ; for as baptifm 
belongs only to Chrift’s wifd/e fubjects, fo all who 
have this appearance muft be efteemed by us his real 
fubjects, and as belonging to the fpiritually holy 
nation of them that are faved; for this plain rea- 
fon; becaufe it is the appearance of that very thing. 

What an unworthy view muft our author have 
of the fubjects of baptifm, and even of his own 
brethren, when he diltinguifhes them from the 
{piritually holy nation of the faved, and cannot 
look upon them as belonging to it! What can be 
the foundation of his charity to them? Does the 
{criptures ever enjoin us to love a mere appearance, 
without fuppofing its mvifible reality? But our 
author, that he may avoid confounding matters, 
takes {pecial care, all along, to let us know, that 
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-he does not mean the reality, but only the ap- 
pearance of things; and fo he is contending for a 
mere fhadow, a thing of nought. i 
He comes next to what is commonly called the 
mode or manner of baptifm; but I fhall defer the 
confideration of that, till I have difcuffed his argu- 
ments about the /uijeéfs, and proceed at prefent to 
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« The houfehold of Lydia were baptized when 
fhe made profeffion of the faith of Jefus.” 
Ads xvi. 13, 14, 15. 


His meaning is, that her houfehold were bap« 
tized upon her fingle profeflion of the faith, with- 
out being either taught, or making a profeffion 
themfelves; and his reafon for this fuppofition is, 
that it is not particularly mentioned. But by the 
fame rule of interpretation, we may deny that fhe 
profeffed the faith herfelf before baptifm; for nei- 
ther is that particularly mentioned in fo many 
words. Rom. x. 10. however, is to him a fufh» 
_ cient proof, that fhe muft have confeffed the faith 
with her mouth; and if fo, he cannot in juttice 
blame us, though we fhould refer him to the com- 
miflion as a proof that her houfehold were taught 
and delieved, before they were baptized; efpecially, 
when this is corroborated and explained by the 
whole practice of the apoftles, and the inftances of 
all the other houfeholds which they baptized. He 
cannot but allow, that it is a good and fafe rule to 
make the icripture its own interpreter, or to exe 
plain the more concife and obfcure paflages by 
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fuch other paffages relating to the fubjec&t. as are 
more full and explicit; and if he admits of. this 
rule in every other cafe, he ought. certainly to 
fhew caufe why it cannot be admitted here. 

- I appeal to himfelf, if he has not purpofely 
fingled out this account of Lydia’s heufehold in 
diftin€tion from all the reft, as affording him, 
from its filence, the greateft fcope for conjecture. 
Surely that muft be a bad caufe which obliges men 
to fhun the light, and avail themfelves of obfcurity, 
and fo oppofe what the {cripture /ays not, to what 
it pofitively and repeatedly declares. Taking ad- 
vantage then of the filence of this paflage, he con- 
jeCtures, that Lydia’s houfehold was all made up 
of little children; and then fhe muft have been an 
extraordinary woman indeed, to have managed her 
public bufinefs of felling. purple, together with a 
family of helplefs infants, for it-does not appear 
fhe had a hufband at that time. If it be fuppofed 
fhe had fervants to affift her, then, for any thing 
we know, thefe may have been her Aoufchold, ac- 
cording to the frequent ufe of that word in fcrip- 
ture; fee Gen. xvil. 27. 1 Kings i. 9, 11. 2 Kings 
Vil. Q, IT. 

But our author imagines they were infants, be- 
caufe when fhe invites Paul and his companions to 
her houfe, fhe ufes this argument, “If ye have 
judged me faithful ;” whereas had they been adults, 
fhe mutt have faid, If ye have judged us faithful, 
elfe fhe muft have had “ a high fenfe of her own 
importance, and a great penury of brotherly love.” 
But perhaps fhe knew, that fhe had the on/y right, 
both by the law of God and man, to invite them to 
her own houfe, and that in her ow name too, as 
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the was the miftrefs and head of it, as well as pro- 
prietor of all the entertainment therein ; and per- 
haps fhe did this in the kind fimplicity of her 
heart, without imagining what bad conftruCtion 
would be put upon this act of love 1724 years 
afterwards. Suppofing her thoroughly inftructed 
in the Chriftian law of “ efteeming others better than 
ourfelves, and in honour preferring one another,” 
Rom. xii. to. Philip. ii. 3. (for which fhe had as 
yet very little time), yet it could never enter into 
her head, that that law fet afide her civil fupe- 
riority of miftrefs over her fervants, or her natural 
fuperiority of a parent, even. over her adult chil- 
dren; fee Eph. vi. 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 7, 8. Nor could 
fhe ever learn, from any exhortation in all the New 
Teftament, (fuppofing it then written), that fhe 
was now deprived of the fole right of difpofing of 
her own; of ufing hofpitality to faints and ftran- 
gers; and of prefling their acceptance of her kind- 
nefs, as an evidence that they judged her faithful 
to the Lord therein; fee 3 John ver. ¢. 

The author does * not chufe to fay what muft 
be afcribed to Paul and his companions, who were 
conftrained by this argument :” for it feems had 
they complied with her invitation as a teftimony 
that they efteemed her faithful, it would have.been 
fuch an atrocious fin in them, as is not fitto be 
mentioned. But he ought to remember, that the 
apoftles were not fo evil-minded as he would have 
been in this cafe. They were not fo ungratefully 
difpofed, as to {nap at the hand that offered them a 
kindnefs, nor fo captious as to carp at expreflions 
diated by a heart overflowing with love. 

He fays, “ We may learn from Jefus’s words, 
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that her little children are here called her houfe- 
hold ; for, pointing at the little children who were 
brought to him in the days of his fleth, he faid, 
Of [uch is the kingdom of God.” ‘There are fome afler- 
tions difficult to anfwer from their extreme abfur- 
dity; and I am miftaken if this is not one of them. 
Our Lord does not here mention any perfon’s houfe- 
hold whatever, far lefs the houfehold of Lydia in 
particular ; neither is he defining the word hou/ehold, 
or reftricting its fenfe to little children, contrary to 
its ufwal acceptation throughout the whole fcrip- 
ture. His words are not, Of fuch only are the 
honfeholds of believers ; but, * Of fuch is the king- 
dom of God.” How then can we learn from thefe 
words that Lydia had little children, who are here 
called her houfehold, and that in diftin€tion from 
her adult children and domeftics? Noah’s houfe 
‘confifted of his wife, fons and daughters-in-law, 
and there were no infants there, Gen. vii. 7. Abra- 
ham had a numerous houfehold of fervants, whilft 
as yet he had no child of -his own, Gen. xiv. 14. 
chap. xv. 2,3. Our Lord fays, «* A man’s foes 
{hall be they of his own houfehold,” Matth. x. 36. 
does the word hou/ehold here mean little children ? 
The word houfe, or boufebold in fcripture fignifies 
fometimes a man’s kindred, lineage, and even dif 
tant pofterity, Luke i. 27. chap. ii. 4. fometimes a 
whole people or tribe, Pfal. cxy. 12. and fometimes 
a man’s particular family, including his wife, adult 
and infant children, as well as domeftig fervants, 
as has been {hewn ; but in no part of the word of 
God does it fignify little children in diftin€tion 
from adults, this being only a conceit of fome mo- 
dern Pedobaptifts, invented to fupport their caufe 
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with the ignorant ; but which mutt prejudife it with 
thofe who fearch the feriptures for themfelves. 

‘The paflage itfelf, however, affords evidence that 
Lydia’s houfehold were adults ; for we are told, ver. 
4o. that Paul and Silas ‘* went out of the prifon, 
and entered into the houfe of Lydia, and when they 
had feen the brethren, they comforted them, and 
departed.” Now, infants cannot be fuppofed capa- 
ble of being comforted ; and whether it is moft 
reafonable to think that they comforted thefe young 
converts of Lydia’s houfehold, whom they were now 
leaving behind them expofed to the hatred of their 
infidel neighbours, or thofe hardy veterans Timothy 
and Luke, their fellow-travellers and labourers, who 
departed along with themfelves, let the reader 
judge. This fame Timothy was fent back to com- 
fort and ftrengthen the Theffalonians, a little while 
afterwards, r Theff. iii. 1—8. 

Our author farther affirms, that “ the baptifm of 
the houfehold of Lydia, when fhe profeffed the 
faith, was agreeable to the doétrine which Paul 
taught; for he faid to believers in Jefus, « The 
unbelieving hufband is fanétified fo the wife, and 
the unbeliveing wife is fanGtified zo the hufhand ; 
elfe were your children unclean,” or common, but 
now are they holy,” or fet apart unto God.” 
1 Cor. vii. 14. But what has this text to do with 
baptifm ? The apoftle is not here {peaking a word 
upon that fubjeét, but anfwering the fcruples of 
Chriftians about continuing in their marriage rela- 
tion with infidels. 

The author makes the apoftle to fay, that the 
children are holy as “ fet apart unto God ;” where- 
as he is fpeaking of a holinefs which is the refult 
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_ of the unbelieving party’s being fanétified or made 
holy; for, fays the apoftle, ‘* the unbelieving party 
is fanctified, elfe were your children unelean.” 
The apoftle denies that the children would be holy, 
unlefs the unbelieving parent were fo alfo ; and it 
is certain, that no other holinefs can refult from, 
or be thus conneéted with, the holinefs of an un- 
believer, but what is of the fame nature with itfelf. | 
Mr. Huddlefton, after having told us, that the 
unbelieving wife is fanétified to the hufband as his 
food is, gives us his view of the holinefs of the 
children, thus, “« But now are they holy,” vz. 
“as the Corinthians themfelves were holy, being 
wathed, fan€tified, and juftified in the name of 
the Lord Jefus, and by the Spirit of God *.” Let 
_us try then how the text will read according to 
this glofs; * The unbelieving wife is fanCtified to 
the hufband as his food is; elfe were your children 
neither wafhed, fanctified, nor juttified in the name 
of the Lord Jefus, nor by the Spirit of God! ! ? 
The very ftating of this, manifefts its abfurdity at 
once. . 
The fame author propofes what he calls a rea- 
fonable requeft, viz. ‘« Let any text in the Bible, 
between the beginning and the end, be produced 
where a perfon is faid to be Ao/y, where a fpecial re- 
lation to God, or being devoted and feparated to 
him is not intended +.”—But without entering into 
fuch an extenfive fearch, I produce this very text 
under confideration, ‘ The unbelieving hufband is 
fanctified (ayaa, made holy,) by the wife, and 
the unbelieving wife is fanctified (made holy) by 
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the hufband ;” to which let me add his own fenfe 
of thefe words, that “ the unbeliever is fan@tified 
to the believer as his food is *,” and this gives a 
full anfwer to his requeft, until he inform us what 
fpecial relation to God unbelievers have by this holi- 
nefs, and how they are devoted or feparated to him 
by it. 

He fays, “ We have generally explained the 
fanCtification here to intend marriage—but is it 
poflible we can be ferious in fuppofing the apoftle 
would tell thefe Corinthians that had unbelieving 
wives, that they were married to them? or, did 
the Corinthians need to be told this +?” No; but 
though they did not need to be told they were mar- 
ried, yet they needed to be told their marriage was 

lawful, elle what was the ground of their fcruple 
at all? He is not telling them they were married, 
but that their marriage was /awful or holy, by fhew- 
ing them that the unbelieving party was /and¢tified 
(#) in that relation to the believer, and fo not to 
be put away. 

He alfo mifreprefents our view of the unclean- 
nefs and holinefs of the children. ‘* We have 
(fays he) explained the uncleannefs of the children 
to be baffardy, and the holinefs /egitimacy t ;” and 
he thinks the Corinthians had no occafion to be 
told, their children were not baftards; for as they 
were the children of marriage, they muft have 
known them to be legitimate. But by baftards in 
this cafe we do not mean thofe begotten betwixt 

~ perfons fingle, or unmarried, but the iflue of uy. 
lawful marriages, like thofe which fprung from an 
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Ifraelite’s marriage with a heathen. This is the un- 
cleannefs which the apoftle is fpeaking of ; and as 
he makes this wncleanne/s of the children, to come 
from the fuppofed wnlawfulne/s of the parents mar- 
riage, fo does he make their Aoline/s to be the effect 
of the /awfulne/s or fanétity of that marriage; and 
what kind of holinefs can this be but legitimacy,. 

_they being begotten according to the law of God, 
which is the ftandard of all holinefs? 

That the holinefs of the children here is of the 
fame kind with that of the unbelieving parent, 
will be further evident, if we confider, 

- , 1. That the apoftle infers the one from the 
other: ‘ ‘Phe unbelieving wife is fanctified ;—elfe 
were your children unclean; but now are they 
holy?” Now it does not follow from the parents 
having one kind of holinefs, that therefore the 
children muft have another and higher kind; but 
it follows clearly, that if the wife or hufband is. 
lawful, the children muft be fo alfo. 

2. The apoftle abfolutely denies that the chil- 
dren would have this holinefs, unlefs the unbeliev- 
ing parent (yews) hath been fanctified, or previoully 
made hely: ‘* The unbelieving wife hath been 
fanctified ;~elfe were your children unclean.” 
Now, if the holinefs of the children be the effe& 
of their being wafhed, juftified, and fantified, it 
could never depend upon, or ftand and fall with 
that inferior kind of holinefs afcribed to the unbe- 
lieving parent; for this would be to make the very 
falvation of children depend upon the lawfulnefs of 
their parents marriage; but if we underftand the 
holinefs to be legitimacy, it is plain that this de- 
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pends entirely on their parents having been law- 
fully married. 

3- When the apoftle fays, “ Elfe were your 
children unclean,” he fhews what would have been 
the cafe, had the law of Mofes been in force with 
refpe€t to their unbelieving wives; but that law 
made the children unclean in no other fenfe than it 
made the unbelieving parent; therefore the holi- 
nefs which he oppofes to that uncleannefs, and 
afcribes to each, muit be the fame in both. 

4- No other holinefs than legitimacy could fuit 
the apoftle’s argument again{t putting away their 
unbelieving wives; for the children even of an ine 
ceftuous marriage may have the holinefs of the 
truth, while yet the marriage itfelf ought to be 
diffolved; but if the children are lawfully begot- 
ten, then the marriage muft have been lawful alfo, 
and therefore muft ftand. 

Upon’ the whole, it is demonftrably clear, that 
the meaning of the paflage is neither more nor lefs 
than this, “ Ye muft not .put away your unbliev- 
ing wives, if they are willing, to dwell with you, 
(as Ifrael were obliged to do by the law of feparation 
from the heathen, Deut. vil. 3.) elfe ye muft put 
away your children alfo; for that law claffed them 
with the unclean party, and enjoined them to be 
put away, Ezra x. 3.5 but now, under the gofpel, 
both the unbelieving party, and the children begot 
with them, are holy or lawful, even as the meats 
are, which were formerly forbidden by the law of 
Motes, (1 Tim. iv. 5.) that law being fet afide 
which made them unlawful or unclean.” Now, 
what’ has this paflage to do with infant, {prinkling ? 

Qur author afferts, that * the children of beliey- 
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ing parents are reprefented in fcripture as /ome quay 
connected with their parents in the profeflion 
made by them;” and for proof of this cites 2 Tim. 
ii. 16. The Lord give mercy to the houfe of 
Onefiphorus ; for 4e oft refrefhed me, and was not 
afhamed of my chain.” So it feems Paul could not 
pray for the houfe of Onefiphorus, unlefs they had 
been conneéted with their parent in his profeffion!!! 
Does this deferve an anfwer? Fhe houfehold of 
Onefiphorus were not infants, but had made the 
profeffion themfelves, as is evident from his charging 
Timothy i in this very epiftle, to falute them, ead 
iv. TQ, 

The author fays, children are /ome way connec- 
ted with their parents; but does not tell us what 
way. I will venture to doit for him. ‘The peculiar 
connection between a parent and his child is entirely 
natural and carnal. If they are Chriit’s, they are 
in that refpect both equally children ; and in rela- 
tion to one another, in: this pdt cBbiets they are 
not parent and child, but brethren ; in which refpe& 
they are as much related to all the houfehold of 
God as to one another. This connection has no- 
thing to do with the flefhly relation, but is fuper- 
natural ; nor is it peculiar to parent and child, but 
is founded on that common: union by which every 
member of Chrift’s body is connected with him as 
the Head. : 

He concludes this part, by obferving, “ That in 
the baptifm of little children we have a lively re- 
prefentation of this great truth, As fin and death 
came from the firft Adam to all his natural feed, 
and even to little children, without any act or deed 
of theirs; fo righteoufnefs and life come from the 
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fecond Adam-toall his fpiritual feed, and even to 
little children’ in the fame way.”—This feems to 
imply, that this» great truth is not fo properly re- 
prefented in the baptifm of believers, becaufe they 
are fuppofed to pérform fome aé or deed of herr 
own. to obtain righteoufnefs and life * 

If there is any thing in this dapréfedtadin peculiar 
to infants, it muft lie in this, that as by the obedi- 
ence of one many are made righteous; fo (accord- 
ing to our author) by the profeffion of one man all 
his ‘infants appear righteous. Thus the parent and 
his profefflion for his houfehold, is a lively repre- 
fentation of Chrift and his vicarious obedience for 
the whole houfehold of faith!!! But then the other 
part of the reprefentation is not quite fo lively; for 
whereas by the difobedience of one many are made 
finners, and fo in their firft birth are /hapen in ini 
guity and conceived in fin, the author teaches us, that 
children are born oly by virtue of their connec- 
tion with believing parents, and this may be con- 
ftructed by weak minds as contradi€ting the doctrine 


of original fin; for every one will not be able to. 


underftand how righteoufnefs and life fhould be 
tranfmitted to us in the fame channel with fin and 
death. 

Mr. Huddlefton affirms, «* That men have their 
little children conneéted with them in the great 
falvation by the Lord Jefus Chrift, even as they 
are in the condemnation by Adam +.” But this 
contradi@s a number of fcripture faéts: Adam 
had a Cain in his family, Noah a Ham, Abraham 


* The Papifts have invented many lively reprefentations, which 
they think more fignificant than thofe which God hath enjoined. 
t+ Letters, p. 23. 
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an Ifmael, and Ifaac an Efau, none of which chil- 
dren the fcripture direts us to look; upon as con- 
neéted with their parents in falvation, and yet all 
thefe were infants before they became adults, But 
he has a falvo for this, viz. that the conneétion in 
falvation continues only during their infancy, but 
yanifhes in their adult ftate. This hereditary 
falvation fleeting as it. is, he makes peculiar 
to the New Teflament: ** The promife (fays he) 
which is to believers and their children, belongs 
to the covenat made after thefe days; and it was 
never faid to Abraham, thou fhalt be faved, and 
thy houfe *” Now if we compare this with his 
affirming, that this promife is the very teftimony 
of the gofpel +,” it muft follow, that the gofpel was 
not preached before unto Abraham ; nor could his 
faith ** anfwer to that which is now preached,” or 
be fet before us in the New Teftament as the ex- 
ample of our faith, as in Rom, iv. 12, 23, 24. Gal. 
iii. 6—g. Neither can we, according to this author, 
perceive Abraham to have been of the kingdom of 
God; for (days he), “ We perceive an adult per- 
fon to be of the kingdom of God, by his confef- 
fing the truth to his own falvation, and the /a/vation 
of his houfe ~’. Laftly, according to this, we have 
no ground to believe there were any ele& infants, 
under the Old Teftament; for he denies that we 
have any other foundation whereon to reft our 
opinion that there are elect infants, but their con- 
nection with their beheving parent ||; yet Abra- 
ham, it feems, had not éven this evidence. How- 
ever, when we contider all that has been advanced 


* Letters, p, 63.  ¢ Ibid 75. # Page 39. ~ | Page $7. 
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upon this falvation, Abraham would fuftain very 
little lofs, it being a matter not worth the con- 
tending for. 


PAR Tsai. 


‘“‘ Baptifm is the figure correfponding unto the 
prefervation, and vifible falvation of Noah, and 
feven more in connection with him, in the 
ark, by water.—* Wherein few, that is cight 
fouls, were faved by water. The like figure 
whereunto, even baptifm doth alfo now fave 
us; not the putting away of the filth of the 
flefh, but the anfwer of a good confcience to- 
wards God, by the refurrection of Jefus Chrift.” 
Petit .2oyZrs 58 


Here our author runs the parallel between bap- 
tifm and the temporal deliverance of Noah and his 
~ family from the flood, thus ;—« It agrees thereto 

as water is ufed in baptifm.”—This we grant 5 for 
- the apoftle fays, that eight fouls were faved (3) i2x- 

tosy through, by, or rather in water, as the fame ori- 

ginal phrafe is rendered, 2 Pet. iit. 5. So baptifm 

reprefents not only our death and burial with Chrift, 
_ but alfo our refurreétion with him and deliverance 
from death, Rom. vi. 4. Col. ii.12, 

He fays, “ It agrees thereto, as baptifm is a 
fign of the+falvation that is'by Chrift.” | The ful- 
‘-yation of Noah and his houfe,~by the arkin wa- 
“ter,, was indeed a type of the falvation that is 
“by Chrift ; for the apoftle calls baptifm, and the 
falvation fignified by it, its (avrruros) antitype. But 
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it ought to be noticed, that there is ftill fuch a 
difference between them, as is between Old Tefta- 
ment types and New Teftament ordinances. The re- 
demption of old Ifrael from Egypt, when they 
pafled under the cloud, and through the fea, was 
alfo a type of baptifm and the falvation fignified 
by it; but that typical baptifm was not into 
Chrift, but unto Mofes ; and the falvation by that 
baptifm was not the falvation by Chrift, but the 
temporal deliverance of an earthly nation from 
Egyptian flavery. Even fo the falvation of thefe 
eight fouls in water was in itfelf only a temporal fal- 
vation from the deluge, and the prefervation of a 
race of men, as well as of every other animal, for 
replenifhing the earth. But the New Teftament 
baptifm has no temporal, typical, nor even vifible 
falvation (as our author affirms) connected with 
it, but is the immediate fign of the fpiritual and 
invifible falvation by Chrift. It does not fave from 
the flood, nor from Egyptian bondage, nor by put- 
ting away the filth of the fleth, like the legal bath- 
ings; but by the death and refurreCtion of Chrift ; 
and in this refpe@t it effentially differs from thefe 
earthly deliverances being their avtitype, as the 
apoitie declares. 

All this, however, is nothing to the point, and 
therefore he adds, © It agrees thereto as the /itt/e 
children of believers are baptized, and fo vifibly 
faved on account of their connetion with their 
parents.” This isa ftrange affertion indeed! and is 
fo far from having any foundation in the text, that 
it is every way contrary to it., The paflage informs 
us, that there were but eight fouls faved in the ark, 
and our author (as in the cafe of Lydia’s houfehold) 
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fuppofes they were little children ; but the fcrip- 
ture exprefsly tells us, that thefe eight fouls were 
Noah, his wife, his three fons, and their wives, fee 
Gen. vi. 18. chap. vii. 7. chap. vill. 16. Surely 
thefe married fons were not little children, neither 
were their wives little children, nor Nogh’s proper 
children at all. How then does the baptifm of 
little children agree thereto, when there were no 
little children there? If it proves any thing at all re-_ 
fpeCting the baptifm of a believer’s children, it proves 
too much, viz. that the adult children of a believer 
mutt be baptized on account of their conneétion with 
him, for fuch only can agree with Noah’s fons: and 
it will alfo prove, that not only a man’s own adult 
children, but alfo his wife, and the adult children 
of others, fhould all be baptized upon his fingle 
profeffion ; for without this it cannot agree to 
Noah’s wife and his fon’s wives. But -as the 
author does not admit that this paflage warrants 
the baptifin of adu/ts upon the profeflion of another, 
(though fuch are the only perfons here mentioned,) 
{urely, with much more reafon may we deny, that 
it warrants the baptifm of little children, when we 
are fure that there were none fuch among them. 

In whatever refpect, therefore, baptifm agrees 
with the falvation of thefe eight perfons, it cannot 
be in having little children for its fubje€@ts; and 
this is clear from the paflage itfelf: ‘ Baptifin 
doth alfo now fave us (not the putting away of the 
filth of the flefh, but the anfwer of a good con- 
fcience towards God) by the refurreétion of Jefus 
Chrift.” The anfwer of a good confcience is the 
effe&t of faith in Chrift, as delivered for our of-: 
fences, and raifed again for our juftification, and 
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confifts in the’ confcious fenfe of the remifon. of 
our fins, peace with God, and freedom of accefs 
unto a throne of grace, which could never be ob- 
tained by the typical facrifices or purifications, fee 
Heb. ix. 9, 13, 14. chap.:x.- 1, 25 14; 19, 20, 21, 
22... Now, baptifm being the fign of that purga- 
tion in the blood of Chrift, which gives the anfwer 
of a good confcience, it cannot be adminittered to 
any but fuch as appear by their profeffion to have 
their! confciences thus purified by faith in Chrift’s 
blood, of which infants can give no evidence. 

To affirm, that little children are ‘ vifibly faved, 
on account of their connection with their parents,” 
is, in my opinion, a very felf-righteous do&trine. It 
has been already fhewn, that we cannot, according 
to the fcriptures, look upon any as vi/ibly faved, with- 
out looking upon them as really faved ;—becaufe the 
former is the very evidence or appearance of the 
latter ;—-becaufe we neither can nor ought to dif-. 
tingufh them ;—and, chiefly, becaufe Chrift hath 
purchafed no wi/dle {alvation for any, in diftinétion 
from a /piritual everlafting, and real one. — If then 
children are vifibly faved on account of their con- 
nection with their parents, they muft alfo, in our 
eftimation, be really faved oN THAT AccouNT: This 
is fine do€trine indeed ! and, if it be not putting the 
parent in the place of Chrift, it looks fomething 
like it. It can eafily be conceived how children 
may obtain temporal deliverances in connection 
with, and even on account of their parents, fuch as 
the falvation from the deluge, and redemption from 
Egypt 5 but the gofpel falvation comes by another 
connection, and mutt be placed to another account. 
Will the author afirm, that he himfelf was even 
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vifibly faved, (as he calls it), on account of his con- 

nection with his parents? and does he teach his - 
children, that they are faved.on account of their 

connection. with him? If neither he nor his chil- 

dren can take the comfort of this conneétion for 

their own falvation, what is he contending for all 

this time? Surely that muft be a falvation unworthy 

of the gofpel that cannot be trufted to. 

He fays, “ Vifible falvation is by baptifm; but real 
falvation is through the fhedding of Chrift’s blood.” 
If he means by this, that baptifm’ is the fign of vi/i- 
ble, but not of real falvation by Chrift’s blood, I 
- have already: {hewn this to be contrary to fcripture, 
an unworthy view of the ordinance, and altogether~ 
abfurd. But if he means, ‘that baptifm 7£//f faves 
vifibly, I afk, What does it fave from ? It does not 
put away the filth of the flefh, like the legal puri- 
fications, nor does it fave the body from flavery or 
death, like the typical falvations ; and the apoftle 
tells us, that it cannot fave the foul, or purge the 
confcience but by the death- and refurrection of 
Chrift.— What idea then fhall we affix to this ui/ble 
falvation by baptifm ?—a falvation which he diftin- 
guifhes from rea/ {alvation by the blood of Chrift ;— 
a falvation which does not advantage either foul or 
body ;—a falvation which muft not be trufted to, 
but mocks our hopes, eludes our fearch, and flies 
our grafp, like the bafelefs fabric of a vifion. Is 
fuch a fancy as this worthy the God of falvation ? 
Is it even worthy the name of falyation? In fhort, 
it comports with nothing but thofe other dreams 
and imaginations with which the author has fur-. 
nifhed out his whole pamphlet from beginning to 
end. : 
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Of the ACTION called BAPTISM. 


Our author owns, that baptifm is dipping or plung- 
ing in water, as the word frequently fignifies this ; 
but then he thinks it bears another fenfe in 1 Cor. 
x. 2. though he does not tell us what it fignifies 
there. He then proceeds to aflert roundly, that 
** 'Thofe who have water poured out or thed. forth 
upon them, or are fprinkled with water, are bap- 
tized with water, according to the language of the 
New Teftament ;”’ for this he cites Mark i. 8. AGts 
i. 5. But none of thefe paflages {peak of pouring or 
[prinkling water, but of baptizing in it; and the 
queftion ftill returns, What does that mean ? ‘This 
he thinks may be gathered from baptifm in the 
Holy Ghoft, which is faid to be poured out, or /hed 
forth upon men, Acts i 16, 17, 33. chap. x1. 15, 
16. Should we remind him, that the Holy Ghoft 
was fo poured out upon men as to ji// them with it, 
and that therefore, according to this argument, they 
mutt alfo be filled with water in baptizing them 3 
he will tell us, that this is a fooli/b affertion, and 
that filing men with the Holy Ghoft, and baptizing 
them therewith, are as diftin& as cau/é and effect ! 
Thus he proves that baptifm is either plunging, 
pouring, or {prinkling. In oppofition to which I 
obferve, 

1. That the Greek word Ganlifw, baptize, is. never 
tranflated into Englith, when the ordinance of bap- 
tifm is intended. Baptize is not a tranflation, but 
an adoption of the Greek word. The tranflators 
were virtually forbid to render it into Englith in the 
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inftructions they received from King James *, 
by which people are left to affix any idea to it which 
the cuftom of the country fuggefts; and fo, in this 
country, itis generally underftood to mean the f{prink- 
ling, or pouring of a little water on the face of an 
infant: whereas Japfize fignifies to dip, immer/e or 
plunge in any thing, efpecially liquids, and in this 
ordinance, to dip or immerfe the body in water. 
The Pedobaptifts themfelves generally acknowledge 
this fenfe of the word, and that immerfion was the 
practice of the apoftles, and continued in the church 
for at leaft thirteen centuries after. 

All the methods by which the fenfe of any word 
can be found, fix the fenfe of Gxstiw, baptize, to be 
immerfion. Should we trace it to its primary root, 
or follow it in ail its derivatives, and compounds ; 
fhould we confult all the Greek lexicons of any note; 
or take the furer method of obferving its conftant 
and uniform ufe in Greek authors and tranflators, 
before the practice of fprinkling took place, we 
fhall find all agree in fixing this as the common and 
proper acceptation of that word, and meet with no 
circumftance that will oblige us to depart from it. 

This word, like moft others, may indeed fome- 
times be ufed in a fecondary, figurative, or allufive 
fenfe. Words are often chofen, not fo much for 
their ftriGt literal fignification, as for fome analogy 
or ftriking fimilitude they bear to the fubjeét ; but 
the propér fenfe of words cannot be fixed from fuch 
ufe of them. ‘Thus our Lord reprefents his fuffer- 
ings by a cup which the Father had given him to 
drink, John xviii. 11. but the nature of his fuffer- 


* See a copy of thefe inftruions in Lewis’s hiflory of the 
Englifh tranflations of the Bible, 
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ings will neither explain the meaning of the word 
cup, nor the action of drinking it. Thefe {ufferings 
are likewife called a dapti/m, Luke xii. 50. but 
from this we cannot fix the meaning of that word, 
or the action thereby fignified, as it is only figura- 
tively ufed, to reprefent the greatnefs of his fuffer- 
ings, even as they are fet forth in Old Teftament 
metaphors, by his finking in deep mire, and com- 
ing into deep waters, where the floods overflow 
him, Pfal. lxix.1, 2. It is faid of Ifrael, that they 
“* were all baptized unto Mofes in the cloud, and 
in the fea,” 1 Cor. x. 2. but Ifrael’s being under 
the cloud, and paffing through the fea, ver. 1. (which 
was.a wall upon their right hand and left), though 
it was a kind of immerfion, yet it does not deter- 
mine with precifion the meaning of the word; for 
here was no action performed by one man upon 
another, as our Lord enjoins, nor was there a clofe 
contact of the water with their bodies, as there 
mutt be in Chriftjan baptifm. 

It has been argued, that as baptifm in the Holy 
Ghoft is exprefled by pouring him out on men,. 
therefore baptifm in water muft be performed 
by. pouring water on them. But the extraordinary 
effufion of the Holy Ghoft is varioufly exprefled in 
the f{criptures: It is called anointing, filling with, 
giving of, pouring out of the Holy Ghoft, and be~ 
lievers are faid to have all been made to drink into 
one Spirit! Now, which of all thefe expreflions 
alludes to the manner of baptifm in water ? If it is 
faid, pouring ailudes.to it; I atk, upon what autho- 
rity is this athrmed? The fcripture does not call 
this expreflion baptizxi ing more than the reft. The 
truth is, all thefe are but different expref- 
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fions for the fame thing, viz. the giving of the 
Holy Ghoft ; but none of them are expreflive of 
the manner of that action called. dapti/m, nor fo 
much as allude to it.. Pouring in particular, does 
not allude to the manner of baptizing ; but to that — 
of anointing ; fee A&ts x.-38. 2 Cor. i. 21.01 Jobn 
ii, 27. the manner of which was by pouring, fee 
Exod. xxix. 7. Mat. xxvi. 7. and it alfo-alludes to 
the watering of fields to make them fruitful, for 
under this metaphor the effufion of the Spirit is 
often fet forth; fee Ifa. xliv. 3, 4. chap. xxxii. 15. 
compared with Heb. vi. 4, 7, 8. 

The extraordinary effufion of the Spirit is called 
baptifm, in allufion to baptifm in water; and, ex- 
cepting in one place, is always joined with it by a 
fimilarity of phrafe. Thus Acts i. 5. « John bap- 
tized with water; but ye fhall be baptized with the 
Holy Ghoft;” where it is plain, that giving the 
Holy Ghoft is called baptizing, by a figure. of {peech 
borrowed from water baptifm. Inftances of this 
kind are innumerable in fcripture. ~ Jefus, calling 
Simon and Andrew from their fifhing, fays, “ I will 
make you fifhers of men ;” which is an expreflion 
taken from the employment they were then enga- 
ged in; and, as it would be very improper to ex- 
plain the manner of fifhing from the practice of the 
apoftles in preaching the gofpel, it muft be equally 
fo to explain the aClion of baptizing in water, by 
the manner in which the Spirit was given, for 
which there are various expreffions befides that of 
baptif{m : But when we confider that this extraordi- 
nary effufion of the Spirit, on the day of Pentecoft, 
filled all the houfe where they were fitting, then it is 
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plain they muft have been immerfed in it, according 
to the proper fenfe of the word. 

The word GaxlZw is rendered wa/bing in Mark 
vii. 4. and it is alleged, that the utenfils there men- 
tioned cannot be fuppofed to be p/unged in water. 
But if we look into the law about cleanfing defiled 
veflels, €9’c. we fhall find, this was to be done by 
plunging or putting them into the water. “ Whether - 
it be any veffel of wood or raiment, or fkin, or 
fack, whatfoever veffel it be wherein any work is 
done, it muft be put into water,” Lev. xi. 32. And 
though the Jews are blamed for their fuperftition 
in holding things unclean that were not fo by the 
law, yet they are not accufed of ufing any other 
method of cleanfing than the law prefcribed. 

Mr. Huddlefton afferts, that the wafhing of 
hands is alfo called baptifm, Mat. xv. 2. Mark vii. 
3. *. But in this he is miftaken, for the word there 
is not CarrZw but vxrw, which is the word ufed for 
wathing of hands; and as for the baptifm mentioned, 
Mark vii. 4. Luke xi. 38. it does not fignify the 
wafhing of hands, but the bathing or immerfion of 
the whole body. The baptifms mentioned, Heb. 
ix. 10. were not every kind of wafhing, but the di- 
vers baptifms prefcribed by the law for unclean 
perfons, which were performed by éarhing in water. 
Thus Numb. xix. 19.— and on the feventh day 
he fhall purify himfelf, and wath his clothes, and 
bathe himfelf in water, and fhall be clean at even.” 
And the apoftle calls thefe bathings divers baptifs, 
becaufe they were performed on different occafions, 
and for various kinds of uncleannefs; fee Ley. xv. 


* Letters, p. 98. 
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$s 85: Fly 13,21, 22, 27. chap. xvi. .26, 28. chap. 
xvil. 15, 16. Numb. xix. 7, 8, 19. But with ree 
{pect to the manner of applying the blood, water 
and afhes of the heifer, (Numb. xix. 17, 18.) he 
does not call that dapti/im, but (rhanti/mos ) /prink- 
fing, as it really was, Heb. ix. 13. 

Had this ordinance included every mode of 
WASHING, it would not have been exprefled by 
baptizo, but by /uo, as in Acts xvi. 33. 1 Cor. vi. 
11. 2 Pet. il, 22. or #ipto, as in John xiii. 6, 10. 
Matth. xv. 2. chap. xxvii. 24. or pluno, as in Luke 
vy. 2.—Had it been spRINKLING, it would have 
been exprefled by rhantizo, as in Heb. ix. 13, 19. 
chap. x. 22. and xi. 24. 1 Pet. i. 2.—Had it been 
POURING, then the word would have been cheo or 
chuo, as in Luke x. 34. Acts ii. 17, 33. chap. x. 45. 
But as this ordinance is neither wa/bing in general, 
nor the modes of /prinkling and pouring in particu- 
lar; fo it is diftinguifhed from thefe by another 
term, and which has a different fignification, viz, 
to dip, immerfe, or plunge. 

It is remarkable that we have the three words, 
dip, fprinkle, and pour occurring fometimes in the 
compa{s of two verfes, and diftinguifhed as three 
different fucceflive actions to be performed with the 
fame thing, which demonftrates that they are not of 
the fame import. Thus, the LXX in Lev. iv. 6, 7. 
«¢ And the prieft fhall (bapfei) dip his finger in the 
blood, and (profranei) /prink/le of the blood feven 
times before the Lord, and before the veil of the 
fan€tuary,—and fhall (ekchei) pour out all the blood 
of the bullock at the bottom of the altar of the burnt- 
offering.” Now, had the prieft prefumed to con- 
vert dapto here, into /prinkling or pouring, he would 
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have perverted the whole of this typical inftitution, 
been guilty of rebellion againft the Lord, and might 
juftly have expe€ted immediate vengeance :’ and 
fhall'we think that the words of our Lord’s com- 
miffion are lefs plain and determinate than thofe of 
the law, and that we are at greater liberty to quib- 
ble upon, and alter them at pleafure ? — 

The tranflators, in other cafes; have rendered 
the primitive word dapto by the Englifh word dip, 
wherever it occurs in the’ New: Teftament; fee 
Matth. xxvi. 23. Mark xiv..20. Luke’ xvi. 24. 
John xiii. 26. Rev. xix..13. and had they in like 
manner tranflated it when expreffive of this ordi- 
nance, every one would have known what aétion 
our Lord enjoins, when he fays, baptizing them. 
They would: then have feen, that men ‘could no 
more be baptized by /prinkling or pouring, than 
they could eat the Lord’s fupper by /eeing or /mel- 
lings © . 

2. Neither /prinkle nor pour will make fenfe when 
fubftituted in place of the word baptize. . They will 
not -conitrue with (j) IN, ‘or (i) INTo, one of 
which is always affixed to the word bapti/e, when 
the thing into which men are baptized is mentioned. 
For inftance, John baptized (é + Iogdzvn) in Jordan, 
“or (Cr Toy Togdcym) ) into Jordan, Maitth. i. 6. Mark 1. 
Q. we have alfo (s idecs) im water, (sr axvevpecers yy) 
im the Holy Ghoft, Matth. ni. rp. (sis Toy Maen) 
into Mofes, 1 Cor. x. 2. (sis Xgisov) into Chrift, Gal. 
ili. 27. Rom. vi. 3. This then being the uniform 
ftyle of the. original, let us try what language it 
-will make with /prinkling or pouring. ‘* Teach all 
nations, pouring them (¢;) info the name, &c.— 
And were poured of John im Jordan.—Iindeed pour 
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you in water,—he fhall pour you in the Holy 
Ghoft,” &c. This is ftrange ftyle, and does not 
make fenfe; for it conveys an idea as if the perfons 
themfelves were poured as liquids into any thing. 
The like obfervation may be made-on the ‘other 
paflages where baptifm is mentioned, fuch as, « He 
that believeth and is *powred,” &c. Mark xvi. 16. 
« —Into what then were ye poured?” Aéts xix. 3, 
&c. which anfwers only to liquids, not perfons, 
But if we fubftitute the word dip or immer/e, which 
is the true Englifh of the Greek word, then the 
fenfe is clear. 

Neither will /prink/e anfwer for the word baptize ; 
for how would it found to fay, « Sprinkle them in” 
water, /prinkle them info Jordan,” &c. ? This con- 
veys the idea of any thing thrown in {mall {cattered 
portions into water, and cannot fuit perfons. The 
tranflators were fenfible of this impropriety ; and 
therefore, inftead of in or into, they have given us 
with *, to make it agree with {prinkling, except in 
fuch places as it would not anfwer, fuch as Matth. 
iii. 5. Mark i. 9. Rom. vi. 3. Gal. tii. 27. Acts 
xix. 3. and yet the original words are the fame in 
the other paffages as in thefe. Thus ‘it is evident, 
that pouring or {prinkling, if fubftituted for baptifm, 
are both contrary to fcripture, and all propriety of 
{peech. ” 

3. The circumftances of our Lord’s baptifm, and 
of the eunuch’s, fhew it to have been immerfion. 
‘Jefus was baptized of John (sc) into Jordan, Mark 
i. g. for he went up out of the water,. and fo muft 


* Ey cannot be rendered wit) in the cafe of baptifm, becaufe 
the other word si; cannot be fo rendered. 
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have been down in it, Matth. iii. 16. With regard 
to the eunuch nothing can be plainer. They came 
firft (sms +s tug) to, or upon a certain water, Acts 
viii. 36. and this is all the length that fome will 
allow them to have come; but, the text adds fur- 
ther, “ and they went down both (as ro idwe) into 
the water,” ver. 38. where Philip baptized him; 
and when this was performed, we have them com- 
ing (ix rx dares) * out of the water.” ver. 39. 

4. The places which John chofe for baptizing 
prove it to be immerfion, wiz. Jordan and Enon. 
His reafon for chufing the latter place, we are ex- 
prefsly told, was ‘* becaufe there was much water 
there.” John iii. 23. which could only be necef- 
fary forimmerfion. Some, however, have diminifh- 
ed the waters at Enon into fmall fhallow rivulets, 
to prevent immerfion if poffible; and no doubt they 
would have done the fame with Jordan, if they 
were not more afraid of a fneer, than of wrefting the. 
{criptures ; for they would rather turn the whole 
country into a dry parched wildernefs, than fuffer 
John toimmerfe any. But that we may fwell thefe 
waters at Enon again to a proper depth, let it be 
noticed, that the words vdere werra much water, or 
many waters, are the fame that are ufed Rev. i. 15. 
chap. xiv. 2. chap. xix. 6. which do not fignify 
the purling or murmuring of fhallow brooks or 
rivulets, but the boifterous roaring of great waters 
like thofe of the fea, for it is compared to the voice 
of mighty thunderings; and that the land of Canaan 
was abundantly fupplied with deep waters, is evident 
from Deut. viii. 7. 

5. The allufions which the apoftle makes to bap- 
tifm point out the manner of the a€tion. Chriftians 
are faid to be baptized into the death of Chrift, to 
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be buried with him by baptifm, and therein alfo to 
_ be rifen-with him, Rom. vi. 3, 4. Col. ii. 12. But 
if there were no kind of burial in baptifm, how 
could it be alluded to as the fign of our burial with 
‘Chrift ? In whatever fenfe we are buried, it can- 
not be in baptifm, if there is no burial there; nor 
ean there be any propriety in mentioning baptif{m 
as the fign of a refurreCtion, if no fuch thing 1s to 
be feen in it. But-when we confider, that baptifm: 
is a burial in, and a refurrection from water, the 
fimilitude is ftriking, and thefe paffages clear and 
fimple. 
Here our author tells us, that “ they are bapti- 
zed into the truth teftified by the Three that bear 
record in heaven concerning Jefus. ‘This makes 
baptifm (he fhould have faid /prinkling or pouring) 
@ proper reprefentation of his death and refurrec- 
tion and of guilty men’s having fellowfhip. with 
‘him in his death and refurrection.” That is, in 
fhort, the thing fignified makes any kind of fign a 
proper reprefentation of it! and, by the fame rule, 
he might have told us, that we eat Chrift’s flefh and 
drink his blood by faith, and this makes any other 
kind of fign, as well as eating the broken bread and 
drinking the cup, a proper reprefentation. thereof. 
But the main thing we fhould attend unto is the 
will of the Great Inftitutor, who. hath exprefsly 
appointed the fign to be bapti/m or immerfion, and 
not f{prinkling or pouring 3 any other fign than this, 
be it what it will, is. not his ordinance, either in 
name or thing, and therefore can in no refpe& be 
a proper reprefentation, but a human invention, 
whereby the law of Chrift is made void. 
Iam, Dear Sir, Yours, €'c. 
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T may not.be improper to add a few more ftric- 
tures on what Mr. Huddlefton, and others have 
_advanced, which did not fall in my way in anfwer- 
ing the Remarks. : 
It-is but too common for perfons, when they 
cannot confute their antagonift by fair reafoning, 
to betake themfelves to reproach and invectives 5 
and hence it is, that the charge of felf righteoufnefs 
is brought againft us for denying infant {prinkling. 
Mr.’ Glas fays, that “¢ The denial of infant baptifm 
comes of making the falvation by baptifm to lie in 
fomething elfe than the thing fignified, even in that 
whatever it be, which diftinguifhes the adult chrif- 
tian, from his infant, though-our Lord exprefsly de- 
clares, that we muft enter his kingdom even as in- 
fants enter it.”+——“ This (fays Mr. Huddlefton). 
interferes with every argument brought to fupport 
the denial of infant baptifm *. Our denying in- 
fant baptifm becaufe we cannot fee them of the 
true Ifrael, will be followed with this confequence, 
that we have fomething about us which fhews us 
of the true If{rael, that has no refpect to our in- 
fants entitling them to our regard as fuch I- 
praclites +;—and this is influenced by the notion 
that: we become members of this Hfrael by fome 
ability which diftinguifhes us from our helplefs in- 
fants {. ‘The true reafon for not admitting in- 
fants to baptifm, is, the effet of making our falva- 
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tion to lie in that which: diftinguifhes us from 
them *,.” 

_ This argument (if it may be called one) reminds 
me of what Bifhop Tillotfon fays of tranfubftantia- 
tion; “ It will fuffer nothing to be true but itfelf.” 
But how does all this prove, that Chrift hath com- 
manded infants to be baptized? The queftion 
about their baptifm muft be determined by ferip-’ 
ture, and not by the felf-righteous difpofition of 
_thofe who deny it; for fuppofe all the deniers of 
infant baptifm were nothing but a parcel of fell- 
righteous Pharifees, it would no more prove infant 
baptifm, than Mr. Huddlefton’s holding it in con- 
nection with the church of Rome +, will prove the 
contrary. Self-righteoufnefs can find accefs upon 
_ either fide of this controverfy. It has a deeper 
root in our hearts than to fhift its quarters upon 
our changing fides in an argument, and can find 
its account even in contending for the truth. I 
have however in my fecond letter to Mr. Glas, de- 
monttrated that this charge is falfe fo far as it relates 
to our reafons for denying infant baptifm, which is 
all that belongs to the merits of the caufe. 

We firmly believe, and readily acknowledge, that 
infants are as capable of the grace of God, or of 
falvation, as adults are, and that adults are faved 
by that very thing which faves ele& infants; but 
ftill we deny that infants are proper fubje&ts of 
gofpel ordinances, fuch as hearing the word, bap- 
tifm, the Lord’s fupper, &c.. Thefe, ordinances 
were never intended for them in infancy, nor are 
they capable of any benefit from them. He owns 


* Letters, p. 40. t Page 34, 
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himfelf that infants cannot underftand or believe 
the gofpel *; nor can they difcern the thing figni- 
fied in baptifm, for this is the fame with under- 
{ftanding and. belteving the gofpel. 

When we fay that infants can reap no beuede 
by the ordinances, we do not mean that they cannet 
be faved, but only that thefe ordinances are not the 
means of edification to them as they are to adults. 
The benefit of baptifm, as well as of the word 
preached, and. the Lord’s fupper, cam only be en- 
joyed in underftanding and believing what is repre- 
fented by them ; for as the evident end of thefe or- 
dinances is to reprefent and fet forth fomething to 
us for our inftruction, edification, and comfort, 
thefe ends are gained, only fo far as. the thing re- 
prefented is difcerned or believed, fee Heb. iv. 2. 
Acts vill. 37. 1 Pet. iii. 21. § Cor. xi. 29. + We 
muft not imagine that the water in baptifm operates 
in the way of a charm, as the Papifts believe of 
their holy. water ;. or that the facred name of Fa- 
ther, Sen, and Holy Ghoft, is to be ufed as‘a fpell, 


* Page 54, 57, 62. 

+ This Mr. Glas fairly owns, where he fays, “ For this is the 
nature of the ordinances of divine fervice in the New Teflament, 
that they are not complete in the outward and vifible action, which 
is no more but the mean of engaging us in, or of exprefling out- 
wardly, the nature of the ordinance, which is fpiritual and inyj- 
fible: ‘Thus baptifm is not complete in the wafhing of the body 
with water, without the fprinkling of.the heart from an evil con- 
{cience, which is the fubflance. of that ordinance, as we may fee 
from Peter’s words, 1 Pet. iii. 21- And fo when a believer of 
the gofpel eats of the bread, and drinks of the cup, without feaft 
ing with God, as has been faid, upon Chrift’s facrifice, we may 
fay he did not eat the Lord’s fupper.” Glas’s Works, Vol. IV. 
p. 174, 125. 
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having no refpect to the underftanding of the fub- 
jet. No; it is an emblematical preaching to the 
judgment of the perfon baptized, and a comfortable 
pledge to him of the remiffion of his fins, and of his 
fellowfhip with Chrift in his death, burial and refur- 
rection, for the {trengthening of his faith, the con- 
firmation of his hope, and fo to influence his love 
to, and obedience of the gofpel. Though infants 
can reap no benefit by gofpel ordinances, of which 
they know nothing, yet they are at no lofs, fince 
the ele€t among them obtain that falvation repre- 
fented by them, as well as the adult believer does. 
Adults have no ground to glory over infants on ac- 
count of any thing they do in the ufe of thefe ordi- 
nances, for the ordinances themfelves hold forth 
no ground of hope to them, but what is equally 
free and efficacious for the falvation of infants who 
are incapable of bferving them. 

We are charged with laying a felf-righteous ftrefs 
on the profeffion of the faith ; but a profeflion muft 
at leaft be fo far neceflary to baptifm, as to fatisfy 
the baptizer (who cannot fearch the heart) that the 
perfon is a proper fubje& of that ordinance. And 
in this we agree with Mr. Glas, who fays, “ By 
this profeilion onLY we (who cannot fearch the 
hearts of men) are capable to know the members of 
Chrift in this world ;—whilft that appearance is to 
be feen in any perfon, there we muft fee a member 
of the body of Chrift.—So far then as any con- 
tinue in the confeffion of the word of the truth of 
the gofpel, as it is the word of God, and as it 
fanctifies them, diltingutfhing them from the world, 
—fo far they are proper objects of that love which 
he requires towards the known elect in his new 


200 A DEFENCE OF 


, 4 
commandment *.” Now,’ this is the place we . 


affign a profeflion, and is all the ftrefs we lay upon 
it with refpe& to baptifm. We find that Philip de- 
mands it of the eunuch to clear his way for bapti- 


zing him, Acts viii. 37. and Mr. Glas fays, that bap- ~ 


tifm “cannot be adminiftered to any but upon 2 con- 


fefion by which the baptized can be called difciples 
according to the feripture.” ‘To fet afide the pro- 
feffion of the faith, by which alone we can difcern 
who are difciples (7. ¢. perfons in/fruéted or taught in 
the truth, as the word imports) would be to over- 
throw at once the whole grounds of feparation from 
the world, or any method by which it could be ef- 
fected. . 

Mr. Huddlefton himfelf owns, * that a profef- 
fion of faith before baptifm does not indicate our 
difaffe€tion to the falvation reprefented therein +.” 
A condefcending conceffion indeed! How then 
comes felf-righteoufnefs to be connected with 
this profeffion in the Baptifts more than in others ? 
Becaufe, fays. he, we “ deny that this profeflion 
gives our infants the fame appearance ef being in 
a ftate of falvatidn, and the fame title to baptifm 
it gives-us ; for while this is the cafe with us, it is 
impoflible we fhould not have fome felf-righteous 
{trefs refting upon our profeflion }.” This is a very 
{trange reafon indeed ! He blames us for laying too 
much ftrefs upon a profeilion, yet when he comes to 
explain himfelf, the blame falls on the oppofite fide. 
We hold, that a profeffion indicates only the faith 
or ftate of the individual. perfon that makes it, and 
cannot anfwer for any other, however nearly related 
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to him by blood; whereas Mr. Huddlefton thinks 
that a man’s fingle profeffion is fufficient to deno- 
minate the whole of his houfe holy and of the king- 
dom of heaven, and fo fubjects of baptifm : Now, 
I think it requires very little penetration to deter- 
mine which of us lays the greateft ftrefs upon a 
- profeffion. Should a man’s houfe, for inftance, 
- confift of ten perfons, our author would lay ten 
times more {trefs upon the parent’s profeffion than 
we can admit of. It is certain, the fcripture lays 
more ftrefs upon Adam’s fin, and Chrift’s obedience 
than upon the fin or obedience of any other indivi- 
dual that ever exifted; and I leave you to judge, 
whether he does not lay fomething of a fimilar 
ftrefs upon the parent’s profeffion. Does he not 
make the parent a reprefentative of his houfe in the 
faith and profeffion of the gofpel, even as Chrift is 
of the whole houfehold of faith in his finifhed 
work? Yet this is the man that charges felf-righ- 
teoufnefs upon thofe who dare not in their. con-. 
fciences build fuch a fabric upon their profeffion! 
But I cannot think he grounds this charge of 
felf-righteoufnefs folely upon this foundation. What 
he intends to infinuate is, that we deny that in- 
fants are capable of falvation, and his reafon for 
this can be no other than our denying them to be 
capable of baptifm; for he does not appear to un- 
derftand how thofe who deny their baptifm can 
believe their falvation. Hence it is that he puts 
the queftion, ** Upon what does the author reft 
his opinion, that there are, elect infants to ob- 
tain this falvation in infancy *?”__Remove the 
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baptifm of infants, and the very bafis upon which 
he refts his opinion of their ele€tion and falvation 
is overturned. Deny this, and it appears to him a 
“‘ denying that any infants can appear from fcrip- 
ture to be elected to this falvation *.” When we 
fee the author gravely and earneftly combating his 
own fhadow, in order to prove, what was never 
denied, that infants as well as adults are of the 
kingdom of heaven +, what propriety can we fee in 
all this reafoning, if it be not his opinion, that to 
deny the baptifm of infants, is the fame as to deny 
their being of the kingdom of heaven? Now, if 
we trace this fentiment to its fource, we fhall find 
it proceeds from his making baptifm neceflary to 
falvation ; for if he cannot fee how the {falvation 
of infants can be held without baptizing them, 
then their baptifm and falvation muft be fo infapa- 
rably conneéted in his mind, as that a denial of the 
former, neceffarily implies to him a difbelief of the 
latter. © 

This is the only foundation upon which his charge 
of felf-righteoufnefs can ftand confiftently. It is in- 
deed the old argument upon which infant-baptifm 
was at firft introduced, and upon which the Papifts 
and many ignorant Proteftants hold it to this day; 
and hence we may account for the folicitude of 
parents to have their children chriftened (as they 
call it) when in danger of death. Now, if this be 
not placing falvation in fomething elfe than the 
thing fignified by baptifm, it looks too like it. 
-The author perhaps will be loath to admit this; 
but, (to return him his own words with a little 
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variation), “ there wants but a fuitable occafion, 
with all his caution, to make this fully manifeft. 
Men are more ready to place that confidence in 
baptifm which belongs to the thing fignified, than 
directly to own it; nay, they fhew themfelves very 
unwilling to own it, whilft all their reafoning for 
infant-baptifm, from firft to laft, ferves to demon- 
{trate it. Let the pretended friends of divine fo- 
vereignty be gravely told, that their little children 
may be members of the kingdom of heaven, and 
faved without their faith, and even without bap- 
tifm, and it may open a view to the hypocrify of 
their friendfhip.” 

This author afks, “ Whether or not does the 
appearance of Chrift’s kingdom in this world in- 
clude every age, as well as fort of men, that fhall 
obtain falvation through his fufferings, death, and 
refurrection *2?” To this I anfwer, 

Though all the true fubjects of this kingdom ap- 
pear at one time or other in this world, (their bo- 
dies being as vifible as thofe of others), yet they 
are not all vifible to us in that refpe€t which de- 
nominates them Chrift’s fubjets; of fuch are elect 
infants who cannot, and many adults who do not 
give proper evidence to us thereof; fo that here is 
an age, as well as fort of men, which do not belong 
to the appearance of Chrift’s kingdom in this world, 
and yet obtain falvation through his death and re- 
furreGtion. Thefe we call the unknown elec, and 
agree with Mr. Glas in diftinguifhing the known 
ele&t from them by the profeffion of the faith. 
The appearance of Chrift’s kingdom in this world 
includes no age or fort of men. of all the innumer- 
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able company that fhall be faved, but fuch as con- 
fefs the faith, and give evidence to their fellow 
men that they know the truth. But we cannot 
fay how great a multitude may be faved that are 
not included-in the appearance of Chrift’s kingdom 
in this world, both infants and adults. It is pro- 
bable the greateft number of his fubjeéts are not 
included in that appearance. 

He afks further, «* upon what we reft our opinion 
that there are elect infants, fince we do not allow 
that they are vifible fubjects of the new covenant *?” 
Anf. We reft our opinion and firm belief, that 
there are elect infants, not upon their being the 
children of believers, nor upon the faith and pro-' 
feffion of their parents, nor upon any paflage of. 
fcripture that infeparably connects the falvation of 
a man’s houfe with his own falvation; but upon 
the fcripture doétrine of ele€tion itfelf; which 
election, the apoftle fays, took place before men 
were born, Rom. ix. 11. before the foundation of 
the world; Eph. i. 4. fo that there muft be ele& 
infants, elfe there would be no eleé at all, for all 
mankind are infants before they. become adults. 
EleGtion is not influenced by their having done 
good or evil, but is according to the fovereign 
good pleafure of God’s will, who hath mercy upon 
whom he will, Rom. ix. r1, 15, 18. and hence we 
conclude, that it will ftand as firm and fure-with 
regard to that part of the ele&t who die in infancy 
as with refpect to thofe of them who furvive the 
infant ftate, and thew their calling and eleCtion by 
their love and obedience to the truth. But were 
it our opinion, that eletion went upon what dif- 
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tinguifhes the adult believer from his infant, or any 
thing done by man, (whatever it be), then we 
mutt either deny the falvation of thofe who die in 
infancy, or hold, with the Papifts, that baptifm 
faves them, or with the author, that they are faved 
by the faith of their parents. Our Lord fays ex- 
prefsly of little children, that * of fuch is the 
kingdom of heaven,” Mark x. 4. This clearly 
fhews, that there are elect infants; and, for my 
own part, Lam much inclined to judge favourably 
of the ftate of all infants dying in infancy. 

He obferves, that the churches are exhorted to 
« bring up their children in the nurture and ad- 
monition of the Lord, Eph. vi. 4. which does not 
fuit with their being confidered out of the Lord *.” 
It is indeed the indifpenfible duty of Chriftian 
parents to bring up their children in the nurture 
and admonitfOn of the Lord, 7. e to give them 
fuch correction and inftruction as the Lord hath 
enjoined in his word. They are their peculiar 
charge by the very law of nature; and the gofpel’ 
obliges Chriftian parents to ftudy the good of their 
fouls as well as of their bodies, to fet a godly ex- 
ample before them, and to inftruct them in the 
do&trines of the Chriftian faith: but how does 
this duty of the believing parent prove that his 
children are i the Lord, ox the proper fubjects of 
baptifm ? Were not the apoftles commanded to 
teach all nations the doétrine of the Lord?) And 
did this not fuit with the nations being confidered 
out of the Lord? \s a parent free from all obliga» 
tions of duty to his children, unlefs he can confider 
them as faved? The apoftle addreffing thofe who 
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were married to unbelievers, fays, “ What knoweft 
thou, O wile, whether thou fhalt fave thy hufband? 

or how knoweit thou, O man, whether thou fhalt. 
fave thy wife ?” 1 Cor. vii. 16. even fo it may be. 
faid in this cafe, What knoweft thou, O parent, 

whether thou fhalt fave thy child ? When this ap- 

pears to be the cafe by the profeffion of their faith, 

then muft they be confidered as in the Lord; then 
may they be baptized, but not before. 

But Eph. vi. 4. is foreign to the point, for it 
{peaks not of infant children, but of fuch as are 
capable of admonition: the word ys fignifies to 
fix inftruction upon their minds. In ver. 1 thefe 
children are exhorted to obey their parents in the 
Lord ; and in ver. 4. fathers are forbid to provoke 
their children to wrath, but to bring them up in 
the nurture and admonition of the Lord; fo that 
here are exhortations to the mutual duties of 
parents and children, even as of hufbands and 
wives, mafters and fervants, 5°. which fhews that 
the children here intended are not mere infants, 
but believing children, vifible members of the 
churches, and capable of receiving and obeying the 
word of exhortation, which he enforces by its 
being the firft commandment with promife, ver. 

2, 3. and a duty well pleafing to the Lord, Col. 
ili. 20. As to the expreflion in the Lord, it does 
not intimate any peculiar fpiritual connection be- 
twixt a parent and his children :, Chriftians are ex- 
horted to marry only za the Lord, 1 Cor. vil. 39. 
wives to fubmit to their own hufbands im the Lord, 
Col. iii. 18. This phrafe fignifies, either that they 
fhould obey their believing parents who are in the 
Lord, and fo it is an additional motive of obe~ 
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dience ; or, that they fhould obey in the Lord their 
parents, 7. ¢. in the fear of the Lord, manifefting 
their fubjeétion to him in fo doing, and then it 
agrees with the exhortation to fervants, Col. lil. 22, 
23. Eph. vi. 5, 6, 7, 8 

The argument from circumcifion feems to be al- 
moft given up by the Scots Independents. The 
anonymous writer of the Remarks, has not fo much 
as mentioned it, and Mr. Huddlefton has fapped the 
very' foundation of it, where he fays, « The promife 
which is to believers and their children, belongs to 
the covenant made after thofe days; and it was 

never faid to Abraham, thou fhalt be faved and thy 
~ houfe *.”. Here he fairly owns, that the covenant 
_ of circumcifion made with Abraham, was not the 
_ fame with the new covenant to which baptifm be- 
longs, and confequently he’ cannot argue from the 
circumcifion of infants under the former, fer the 
baptifm of fuch under the latter. But whilft he 
diftinguifhes the covenants, he confounds the dif- 
tin€tion of the feeds, and fo makes -baptifm to be- 
long to the natural feed of believers, even as cir- 
cumcifion belonged to the flefhly feed of Abra- 
ham. ‘ As to what is obferved (fays he) of natu- 
ral and /piritual, parents and ‘children are alike, 
both natural and both fpiritual +.—The flefhly feed 
of New Teftament believers are really the fpiritual 
feed of Abraham ¢.” When we remind him, that 
the fpiritual feed, or fons of God, under the New 
Teftament, are deferibed as * born, not of blood, 
nor of the will of the flefh, nor of the will of man, 
but of God,” John.t. 12, 13.—that “ the children 
of the flefh are not the children of God, but the 
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children of the promife are counted for the feed, 
—even the called, not of the Jews only, but alfo of 
the Gentiles,” Rom. ix. 3, 24.—that therefore we 
cannot henceforth know any man after the flefh, or 
by his defcent from religious anceftors, as in the 
Jewifh church, but ‘ that if any man be in Chrift 
Jefus he is a new creature,” 2 Cor. v. 16, 17. to thefe, 
and fuch paflages, he replies, Will the infants of 
believers being born of the flefh, prevent their 
being typified by Ifraelitith infants? Could thefe 
infants typify any other fort of perfons but what 
are born of the flefh ?—lI fuppofe believers are the 
fame way born of the flefh that their infants ares 
were they not therefore typified by Abraham’s 
flefhly feed *?” This approaches very near to a 
burlefque of thefe paffages. 

But the Holy Ghoft, in denying that the fpiritual 
feed are the children of the flefh, or born of blood, 
éyce does not mean that they come into the world 
in a different way from others, or that they are 
without natural parents; but the meaning is, 
that their natural birth, be it of whom it may; 
can neither cen/fitute them the fpiritual feed, nor 
diftinguife them as fuch to us. The covenant of 
circumcifion was made with the flefhly feed of 
Abraham, and fo their natural birth, by which they 
defcended from him, fufhiciently diftinguifhed them 
in infancy as the fubjeéts of circumcifion ; but the 
new covenant to which baptifm belongs, refpeéts 
only the fpiritual feed who are born again; and as 
thefe are not known tous till they profefs the faith, 
it is demonitrably clear that they cannot be baptized 
in infancy. Thus ftands the argument from cir- 
cumcifion, which, with the diftin€tion of the cove- 
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nants, I have fully handled in my cen ‘Letter to 
Mr. Glas. 

Nothing can be more agreeable to fcripture than 
what Mr. Glas advances upon the diftintion of the 
flefhly and fpiritual feed, throughout the greate(t 


_ part of his writings. ‘The whole of his excellent 


treatife on the kingdom of Chrift as not of this 
world, is founded upon that diftinction. There he 
tells us, that * the earthly birth, or that birth after 
the flefh, availed much in the flate of the church 


‘erected at Sinai, as to the enjoyment of the privi- 


feges of it. But now, our Lord fays to Nicode- 
mus, Except a man be born again, (or from above), 
he cannot fee the kingdom of God.” &c. * Would 
not any one think, that he here fets afide the flefh- 
ly birth, or conneétion with believing parents, a3 
of no account in the kingdom of Chrift? But it. 
feems he meant no fuch thing, for, by his rule of 
diftinguifhing the infant fubjects of the kingdom 
of heaven, he gives as much place to the flefhly. 
birth, as ever it had in the Jewifh church, and fo 
builds again the things which he deftroyed. 

But if his adherents will {till maintain, that he 
keeps this diftin€tion clear and confiftent, !would be 
glad to be informed wherein it lies. The diftinc- 
tion does not lie in this, that the holinefs of be- 
lievers’ children comes not by natural generation ; 
for neither did that of old Ifrael come by natural 
generation, but by a covenant feparating them and 
their feed to: be a peculiar people to the Lord:— 
Nor does it lie in this, that the word of God de- 
clares the infants of believers holy ; for fo does it 
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declare thofe of old Ifrael:—Neither:does the dif- 
tinCtion lie in this, that the flefhly birth does not 
entitle to the fpiritual privileges of Chrift’s king- 
dom; for neither did it entitle to the temporal 
privileges of the ‘earthly kingdom. Old Ifrael ob- 
tained the earthly inheritance by the covenant made 
with their father Abraham, Gen. xy. 18. abftra& 
from this, they had no.claim to it upon the foot- 
ing of their birth or righteoufnefs more than any 
other people, Deut. ix. 4, 5, 6. Wherein, then; 
did the flefhly birth avail more formerly than it 
does now ? or what is the foundation of the above 
diftinétion? If his arguments for infant pouring 
(fo he leads us to call it) hold good, it undeniably 
follows, that the earthly birth, or that birth after 
the flefh, avails more in the kingdom of God, than 
ever it did in the {tate of the church erected at Sinai; 
for then it eould only diftinguith the fle/bly feed of 
Abraham, who were typically holy, and entitled to 
the temporal privileges of the earthly kingdom; 
whereas, under the gofpel, he makes it to. diftin- 
guith the /piritual feed of Chrift, who are truly holy,. 
and entitled to the fpiritual and everlafting pri- 
vileges of the kingdom of heaven. 

I fhall conclude thefe mifcellaneous obfervations 
with a word or two upon Dr. Stuart’s Sermon on - 
the kingdom of Chrift*. Speaking of the diftinc- 
tion of Chrit’s. fubje€ts from the world, he fays, 
ss 'They are fuch*as know the “Father as he hath 
difcovered him 5;—vreceive and are firmly perfuaded 
of the divine authority in Chrift’s words ;—are 


* When the author wrote this, Dr. Stuart was not a Baptift, 
but he became one foon after. 
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brought into a delightful and complacential wnion.. 
with one another ;—are preferved in this, and in 
union with God, by the words of Jefus ;—through 
thefe too partake of his ineffable joy *.” . Diftin- 
guifhing them from the fubjets of the earthly king- 
dom by the nature of their Jirth, he fays, that 
John gives an account of the way that fubje&s 
were born to God under the law, John i. ro—14, 
but that the new and heavenly birth by which men 
enter into the kingdom of God is fet forth in Chrift’s 
difcourfe with Nicodemus, chap. ill. 1-6 +. He 
diftinguifhes alfo their Aoline/s : * Ifrael indeed was 
a holy nation; but the national holinefs of Ifrael 
was only outward and typical. They were a holy 
people by virtue of their defcent from the fons of 
Jacob, and by virtue of their obfervation of the 
covenant made with them at Sinai. But the holi- 
nefs of Chrift’s kingdom is the fubftance of this. 
All his fubjeéts are really and internally, as well as 
outwardly holy ¢.” He denies that they can be 
diftinguifhed without charity: “ Outward appear- 
ances which fall fhort of proving perfons pofleffed 
of charity, fhall. no more mark them out, as once, 
the fubje€ts of the kingdom of God ||.” He re- 
jects the diftin€tion between the fubjects of Chrift’s 
kingdom. as it appears in this world, and the fpiri- 
tually holy nation of them that are faved, as a dif- 
tinction only fuited to a national church.“ The 
apoftles defcribe the kingdom of Chrift by names, 
privileges and characters, which do. no belong, 
nay, are oppofite to thefe which belong to the king- 
doms of this world. They write zo every particular 
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congregation or church, and of them, as confifting: 
of thefe, all of whom without exception they judg- 
ed to be the children of God, chofen, redeemed, 
called, and feparated from the world.—None, it 
is evident, were Chriftians in the fight or opinions. 
of the apoftles, who they were not bound to think, 
and did not think, Chriftians in God’s fight *.” 

I confefs I was much edified and delighted with 
his defcription of Chrift’s fubjects, and my heart 
warmed in love to the author for the truth’s fake,. 
‘which-he fo elearly and boldly maintains through: 
the moft of that Sermon. But how great was my 
difappointment when I advanced to page 43, and 
found him diftinguifhing the fubje&ts of Chrift’s- 
kingdom by characters very different from the 
above! No fooner does he turn his thoughts to in-- 
fant baptifm, than his views of the kingdom are im- 
mediately corrupted, and lofing fight of the grand: 
hinge of the difference, he defcends into mere trif-- 
ling with the national church about /pon/ors, baffards,. 
and foundlings ; as if the diftinétion between Chrift’s 
fubjedts and the world ftood in the faith of their pa- 
rents, or the /egitimacy of their carnal birth. Alas, 
what a falling off is here ! 

He cannot admit of fponfors “© becaufe all the: 
lines of argument in favour of infant-baptifm iflue 


* Page 8, 9. His brother, the anonymous Remarker on Scrip-- 
ture Texts, is, however of a very different opinion, and charges 
thofe who hold the above fentiment with “ deceiving the hearts 
of thofe who believe without proper evidence, and blinding the 
minds of thofe who receive not the fimple fayings of the Son of | 
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from the faith of the parent as their centre; but this 
device fuppofes the contrary, at leaft its doubtful- 
nefs *.”. Yet the device of fponfors is far more 
ancient than the device of the parent’s faith, though 
both of them are devices equally void of foundation 
in the word of God, as marking the baptized with 
the fign of the crofs, and giving them a mixture 
of milk and honey, a pradtice at leaft full as an- 
cient as infant-baptifm. After all, what is the pa- 
rent in this cafe but a fponfor for his child in the 
ftri€teft fenfe of the word? Are the fubjeCs of the 
kingdom of heaven then to be diftinguifhed by the 
faith of proxies? Does this diftinétion correfpond 
with any of the above ? Or rather, does it not over- 
throw them, and make all that has been faid upon 
_ the fubje& much ado about nothing ? Again, if in- 
fant baptifm reft entirely on the faith of the parent, 
then neither he nor his brethren can be fure they 
have obtained Chriftian baptifm, unlefs they know 
their parents were betievers. Ls 
As to baffards and foundlings, where do we find 
the New Teftament diftinguifhing the fubje&s of 
baptifm from thefe ? Does the legitimacy or illegiti- 
macy of the carnal birth make any difference in the 
kingdom of Chrift? The Jews indeed claimed a 
relation to God as his children, from their being 
Abraham’s feed, and sot born of fornication, like the 
unlawful iffue of idolaters; but our Lord repels 
their claim upon that footing, and gives them to 
underftand, that unlefs they believed, continued in 
his word, loved him, and did the works of Abraham, 
neither the faith of Abraham their father, (how- 
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ever dulteepruithed)s nor the /egitimacy of their car- 
nal birth as defcended from him, could avail them 
any thing, as to the enjoyment of the privileges of 
his kingdom, John viii. 31—48. 

Upon the whole, we may aflirm, that no man - 
can hold the diftintion of the kingdom of Chrift 
from the Jewifh theocracy and kingdoms of this 
world, in any confiftency with the arguments 
for infant-baptifm. » This point, however trivial 
it may appear to fome, is of fuch a nature as to 
affeG: all our:ideas of that diftin€tion, and leaven 
the whole. For, if we once admit the notion, that 
the fubjects which compofe this kingdom, may be 
known or diftinguifhed by any thing, be it what it 
will; which comes fhort of: their manifefting their 
being of the truth, believing it, loving it, hear- 
ing Chrift’s voice, and following him, this fingle 
fentiment, if followed out, will infallibly lead us 
to blend the kingdom of Chrift with the world, even 
in its vifible appearance, and make all we advance 
to the contrary a jumble of inconfiftencies. 


; ‘ 
SOME STRICTURES 


ON 


Mr. CARTER’s REMARKS. 


In a Letter to Mr. Ricarps, of Lynn. 


& DEAR SIR, 


N Mr. Carter’s Remarks on your Ob/ervations on In- 
fant {prinkling I find very little argument. Others, 
however, 'may be of a different opinion ; and hence 
it may be proper to fay fomething by way of reply. 
Neither my time at prefent, nor the bounds of a 
fingle fheet, will permit me to enter fully into the 
fubje&t ; and there is the lefs occafion, as you in- 
form me that you intend to publifh. His 
Letter I. is taken up with his own vindication. 
I hope you will do him all manner of juftice. In 
Letter II. He ftill contends that the words dapto 
and baptizo fignify any mode of wa/bing, particu- 
larly /prinkling and pouring, but he has not produ- 
ced one paflage where they muft neceffarily be fo 
underftood. Neither Mark vii. 4. nor Luke xi. 38. 
mention what he calls wnbaptized hands. ‘There is no 
fuch expreffion in all the fcriptures that I know of ; 
and though there were, it would not favour either 
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Jprinkling or pouring, for hands are not ordinarily 
wathed in fuch ways. He furely knows that nipte _ 
is the word for wafhing hands, Mark vii. 2, 3. and 
that the dapti/m, ver. 4. is fuch as was performed on 
cups, brazen veffels, tables or beds, which is ex- 
prefled, Lev. xi. 32. by putting them into water. 
Though the Jews held things unclean which really 
were not fo, yet they are not blamed for ufing a 
different mode of cleanfing from that prefcribed in 
the law for things ceremonially polluted. The 
divers baptifms mentioned, Heb. ix. 10. muft fignify 
the divers bathings prefcribed both to priefts and 
unclean perfons, on differerft occafions; becaufe 
the apoftle diftinguifhes /prinkling from thefe bap- 
tifms by another word, ver. 13. and the law dif- 
tinguifhes dipping, {prinkling, and pouring, as three 
different ations, Lev. iv. 6, 7.—If the law does 
not command one man to take another and plunge 
him under water, muft it follow that Chrift does 
command one man thus to baptize another ?—I 
know not where he finds the fcripture ufing the 
{derivative) word taptize, * when only part of the 
body was wafhed.” If you do, pray dath out this, 
and conceal my ignorance. ‘The primitive dapto is 
indeed ufed to exprefs the dipping (not the wafhing) 
of a finger, Luke xvi. 24. and an hand, Mat. xxvi. 
23. but thefe may be as effectually dipped as the 
whole body. - In 

Letter II. He infifts that the promife As il. 38, 
39. is the promife made to Abraham, becaufe the 
Apoftle mentions that promife on another occafion, 
chapter iii, 19—25. ({trange logic indeed !)—and 
becaufe the blefling of Abraham includes the pro- 
mife of the Spirit, Gal. iii. 14. as if that was the 
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Only promife of the Spirit which Peter could refer 
to in A&s ii.! Yet Peter {peaks not a word of the 
-promife made to Abraham in the whole of that dife 
courfe, but cites at large the promife of the Spirit 
from Joel—thews its begun accomplifhent in what 
was then feen and heard, and applies it to the Jews 
nearly in the very words of that Prophet—comp. 
ver. 39. with Joel. ii. 32.—By the children he under- 
ftands infants, but neither the promife to Abraham 
nor that in Joel fpeak of infants. “ They which 
are of faith, the fame are the children of Abraham.” 
Gal. i. 7. “ They which be of faith are blefled 
with faithful Abraham,” ver. 9. And they “ re- 
ceive the promife of the Spirit through faith,” or be« 
lieving, ver. 14. In Joel there is no mention made 
of any children but the fons and daughters who 
fhould prophe/y upon receiving the- extraordinary 
gifts of the Spirit; and the/e are evidently the CH1L- 
DREN the apoftle {peaks of. —By “ all that are ajar of” 
he underftands Gentiles. But whether Peter by 
that expreflion intends Gentiles (which, from many 
confiderations, is not likely), or only difperfed Fews, 
it makes all one as to the argument, fince he re- 
{tri&s the promife to thofe only whom the Lord fhall 
cai]; and none can appear to us the ca/led of the 
Lord, but fuch as comply with his call to faith and re- 
pentance. Nor do we read of any, who were bap- 
tized on that occafion, but fuch as gladly received 
Peter’s word, ver. 41. He fays, 

Letter IV. “ The apoitle’s words (1 Cor. vii. 
14.) plainly imply, that int confequence of one of 
the parents profefling the Chriftian faith, their chil- 
dren are holy ; whereas if both were unbelieving 
their children would be unclean.” But his words 

<x 


218 STRICTURES ON 


imply no fuch thing. ‘The apoftle fays nothing of 
the lawful children of two unbelieving parents, nor 
does he give the leaft hint that fuch are unclean. 
Neither does he make the holinefs of the children a 
confequence of one of the parents profefling the 
Chriftian faith; but of the unbelieving parent being 
. fanétified. “ The unbelieving wife (fays he) is 

fanctified by the hufband ; elfe were your children 
unclean; but now” (fince the unbelieving party is 
fanctified) “are they holy.” Now what kind of 
holinefs is it, that thus depends upon the holinefs — 
of an unbeliever? ‘ Not an holinefs of nature (fays 
Mr. Carter)—but an Aoline/s in themfelves, i. e. 
an Aoline/s of ftate derived to them from the belie- 
ving parent’s covenant, or that new covenant in 
which the believing parent is interefted; and there- 
fore a further holine/s than:that of the unbelieving 
parent.” 

But where does the apoftle thus diftinguifh. 
the holinefs of the children from that of the un- 
believing parent? If the children’s holinefs is deri- 
ved from the believing parent’s covenant, the holi- 
nefs of the unbeliever muft be more immediately 
fo; becaufe it is the medium through which the 
holinefs of the children is derived, and without 
which they would be unclean,—* ee were your 
children unclean ;? and therefore the children’s holi- 
nefs cannot be a further holine/s than that of the 
unbelieving parent through which it comes, but 
muit of neceflity be of the very fame kind; for 
new covenant holinefs can never depend in any 
fenfe upon the fanctification of an unbeliever ; nor 
does it depend upon the fanétification of the be- 
lieving parent himfelf, nor even upon the legitimacy 
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of the natural birth. The baftard children of un- 
believers may have new covenant holinefs, and the 
legitimate children of believers may want it. 

I do not fay that the holinefs of the children is ori= 
ginally derived from the holinefs of the unbelieving 
parent. The holinefs of both is originally derived from 
the ordinance of God, making the one a lawful wife 
to the believer, and confequently the other a lawful 
iffue, which was not the cafe under that law 
whereby old Ifrael were feparated from the nations. 
This is the only fenfe which fuits the apoftle’s argu- 
ment, and the fcruples of the believing Corinthians. 
~ -Mr. Carter’s account of the children’s holinefs 
agrees neither with the holinefs of the old nor new 
covenant, but is only a piece of corrupted Fudaifm. 
I muft not {tay however to examine it. He fays, 
* The ftate of the unbelieving parent neither is 
nor can be declared holy;” yet the apoftle declaresthat. 
the unbelieving wife (symsas) is made holy ; muft the 
not therefore be holy? and what more is declared of 
the children ? Goodwin’s remark upon the ufe of 
hagia inftead of katharais mere trifling. His 

Letter V. begins with the argument from Mark 
x. 13, 14. Where I find nothing worth noticing 
except the following quotation.—* By /uch we 
muft underftand little ones properly fo called.” 
Granted—but not a// fuch, fince the perfons who 
brought thefe infants or little ones to Chrift, were 
without doubt Ais followers, or fuch as had an high 

_ veneration for him—they were Fews, not heathens,” 
&c. All this may be very true, for any thing I 
know ;. but where do we learn that (tv roslov) of 
fuch, has any the leaft reference (cas xgorpegusy) 

to thofe who brought them? ‘The words are not, of 
i her 


220 _. STRICTURES ON 


the children of /uch, as brought them ; but of /uch 
(xasdwy,) little children és the kingdom of God; i. @ 
the kingdom of God includes fuch young fubjects 
as thefe. Here is no diftinguifhing of children by 
the character of their parents. Nor does. this 
paflage afford the leaft warrant for baptizing them, 
but the contrary. They were not brought to be 
baptized. Jefus himfelf did not baptize them, for 
he baptized none, John iv, 2. Nor did he command 
his difciples to do it; nor would they have for- 
bidden infants to have been brought unto him had 
they been in ufe to baptize fuch—The kingdom of 
God here evidently means his iavi/ible kingdom, for 
it is fuch as none can enter, but thofe who receive 
it as little children, ver. 15. or are converted and 
become as little children, Math. xviii. 3. Where- 
as many enter his vifdle kingdom who are not 
teally converted, Mat. xxy. 1—13. Yet to this 
laft only does bapti{m belong, for this good reafon, 
becaufe it is not adminiftered by Chrift himfelf 
who knows whom he hath chofen, but by fallible 
men, who can judge only by outward appearance. 
It is of little confequence whether we grant bap- 
tifm to have come in place of circumcifion or not, 
provided we keep clear the diftin@tion between the 
children of the flefo and the children of the promife, 
which diftinction runs through the whole New Tef- 
tament, and is particularly {tated Rom. ix. and Gal. 
iil. and iv. This diftin€tion cuts down at once all 
the arguments from circumcifion. With this fcrip- 
ture diftin€tion in our eye, we may freely admit, 
that as circumcifion belonged to all the fe/bly feed of 
Abraham under the old covenant, who were known 
40 be fuch by their natural birth; fo does baptifm 
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belong to all the /piritual feed of Abraham under 
the new covenant, when they appear to be fuch 
by the confeflion of their faith in Chrift. 

Mr. Carter endeavours to confound this diftinc- 
tion ; “ Where (fays he) does the Holy Ghoft apply 
the term carnal feed to the infants of believers? Is not 
carnal always ufed to denote the charaCter of adults 
who live according to the defire of the flefh, and 
‘of the mind? This diftinCtion therefore, the carnal 
and fpiritual feed of Chriftians is totally without 
foundation.” p. 48, 51.—The term carnal is fre- 
quently applied to things as well as perfons; fee 
Rom. xv. 27. 1 Cor. ix. 11. 2 Cor. iii. 3. Heb. vii. 


16. and ix. ro.. When applied to adults, it gene-. 


rally marks fomething bad in their character or con- 
duct, but not a/ways to that extent he mentions ; 


for it is applied to Chriftians, 1 Cor. iii. 1, 3, 4.. 
But the exprefhion he excepts to is carnal feed ; and: 


where does he find this ufed to denote the charac- 
ter of adults in diftinétion from that of infants ? 
Were there none of believing Abraham’s children a 
earnal feed in their zzfancy ? How then were they 


“ the children of the flefh,”’ Rom. ix. 8. “ orn after: 


the fiefh,” Gal. iv. 23.? But he has miftaken us al- 
together; for we do not divide the infant offspring 
of Chriftians into their carnal and fpiritual feed. We 
afirm that, as the /eed of Chrittians, they are a// car- 
nal, becaufe in this refpeét Chriftians are only the 
fathers of their flef>, or carnal part, in diftinétion 
from God the father of fpirits, Heb. xi. g. That 
which is born of the flefh is flefh,” or, carnal, let 
it {pring of whom it may, John in. 6. Further, we 
affirm, that the infants of Chriftians are,’ in their 
firft birth, “‘ Shapen in iniquity and. conceived in 
T 3 
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fin,” Pfal. li. 5. and are “ by mature the children of 

wrath even as others,” Eph. ii. 3. The fir? frate 
even of the children of .God is: carnal, and this. 
commences with their very exiftence, and continues 

till they are changed. In both thefe fenfes they 

may very properly be called their carnal feed. But 

it is quite improper to call the believing children of 

Chriftians their /piritual feed ; for, as believers, they 

are the children of God, Gal. iii. 26—the feed of 
Abraham, ver. 29.—the children of. Jerufalem 

which is from above, the free woman, Chap. iv. 

26,31. And, in this refpect, not the children, but 

Frethren of their believing parents.—Indeed, if the 

parents are inftrumental in begetting them .to the 

faith, they may in that fenfe be called their chil- 

dren, as limothy was Paul’s /on, » Tim. 1. 2. and 

the Galatians ‘his Little children. Gal. iv. 19. But 

this relation is not peculiar to parent and child, nor 

can it take place in mere infancy; befides, the 

children may fometimes be inftrumental in convert- 

ing their parents. 

Letter VI. Contains fome teftimonies from the 
ancients; but as he * cannot feel himfelf in the 
leaft moved by the authority of fuch ancients to 
believe that immerfion was the pratice of the apof- 
ties of Chrift who enjoined the churches to do.al} 
things decently.” p. 17. he cannot with any good 
grace urge their authority upon us for Infant Sprink- 
ing contrary to the commiffion and uniform prac- 
tice of the apoftles, fuppofing there were any fuch 
authority to produce before the latter end of the 
fecond century, which I believe there is not. I 
fhall therefore proceed to 

Letter VII.: Wherein he handles the Argument 
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- from the baptifm of whole houfes. In reply to the 
quotations from my pamphlet, he charges me with 
“* begging the queftion, or taking for granted the 
point in debate.” p. 72. . 
In anfwer tothis charge I fhall ftate the quettion 
and fee which of us'has begged it. The queftion or 
point in debate, if I miftake not, is this, Whether 
there were any: infants baptized in thofe houfes? I 
denied there were—1. Becaufe in all the accounts. 
of thefe houfes, there is not a word faid of infants 
or of their baptifm ; for this I referred to the paf- 
fages themfelves.—2. Becaufe it is affirmed of a// 
that were baptized in thofe houfes, that they believed, 
rejoiced, Fe. ‘This alfo I refted upon the authority 
of thefe accounts, which was the beft I could pro- 
duce. I know nothing, therefore,» which I have 
taken for granted, except it be this, that Infants can- 
not be faid to believe, rejoice, Sc. . And for this I 
fhall only appeal to common fenfe.—It might rea~ 
fonably be expected that the Pzdobaptifts, how- 
ever firmly perfuaded of their favourite point upon 
other grounds, would candidly give up thofe houfes 
as unferviceable to their caufe; but inftead of this 
they, with much confidence, deg one queftion after 
another in every ftep of the argument.—1. They 
beg leave to affert that there were infants in thofe 
houfes ; and—-2. They deg alfo to be excufed from 
proving it, thinking they have fufliciently acquitted 
themfelves when they put it upon us to prove the 
negative. Should we tell them there are many 
houfes without infants, and. that therefore their af- 
fertion is at» beft, but wacertain—Should we come a 
little clofer'to the point, and remind them, that; the 


feripture informs us a// in thofe houfes heard the: 


* 
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word and believed, which infants were not capable 
of, and that therefore their affertion is evidently 
fale; they will then—3. Beg to have it granted, 
that it was only the parent, not the houfe, that be- 
lieved and rejoiced ; or, if that will not do, that the 
word avt fignifies only the adult part of a houfe, 
and that the other part confifted of infants. Should 
we, for argument’s fake, grant them the unfcriptural 
fuppofition, that there were infants in thofe houfes, 
they have ftill—4. To deg the queftion as to their 
baptifm. How fo? Is it not faid exprefsly, that 
aLu in thefe houfes were baptized ? True; but 
they have already begged that the word a_i might 
fignify only a PART, i. e. the adult part of a houfe,, 
therefore it can conclude for the baptifm of none 
elfe; fo that to make out-the baptifm of thefe: 
imaginary infants, they are obliged to reverfe their 
former petition, and to beg they may be compre- 
hended in the word att, from which they had be- 
fore begged to exclude them. In fhort, when ail 
in a houfe are faid to delieve, they reftric it to 
adults ; but when a// in the fame paffage, and in the 
very fame houfe, are faid to be baptized, they extend 
it to infants: Why ? Becaufe they take it for grant- 
ed that there were infants in thofe houfes, and that 
they were proper fubje&s of baptifm, which is the: 
very point in debate. Yam afraid there is fomething 
worfe than begging the queffion in this manner of 
arguing. It looks too like handling the word of God: 
deceitfully. Mr. Carter’s queftion, (p. 72) muft be 
anfwered by him and his friends—we have nothing 
to do with it. I fhall put it with a very little vari- 
ation, and let him anfwer it if he can: « By what 
rules of juft and fair interpretation can” the Pedoe. 
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baptifts * prove that the fame mode of expreffion 
which” they explain in one /enfey when ufed of a 
houfe believing and rejoicing, “ muft be underftood 
in a different point of view, when applied” to the 
fame houte baptized ? Ifim the former” cafe “ it can 
be referred only to” adults, why, in the /etter, 


mutt it be ftretched any farther ? 
Tam, 
Dear Sir, 
Yours, with all due refpeé. 


EpINBURGH, 
March 27, 1783: 


A LETTER TO A CORRESPONDENT. 


SHEWING, 


That all the Arguments fr Infant-Bapti/m are 
rendered null by Pedobaptifts themfelves; and that 
there can be no pofitive divine inftitution without 
EXPRESS SCRIPTURE PRECEPT or EXAMPLE. 


SIR, 

HOUGH you admit that the Scriptures clearly 

fupport our fentiments refpecting the bapti{m 
of believers, as it is evident that thofe who were at 
firft baptized muft have been adult profelytes from 
Judaifm or heatheni{m to the Chriftian faith ; yet 
ftill it is your opinion, that the baptifm of their 
infants, though not exprefsly mentioned, is a thing 
very probable; and you think that the arguments 
which have been advanced for infant baptifm, by 
fuch ~a vaft number of the moft judicious, learned, 
and pious writers, if they do not altogether con- 
vince us, fhould at leaft make us lefs confident in 
our oppofition to that pradtice. 

Iam not in the leaft difpofed to difpute either 
the learning or piety of thofe who have appeared 
as advocates for infant baptifm; and could I be- 
lieve that it is a queftion of fuch an intricate nature: 
as to require profound learning or difltinguifhed 
abilities to determine it, I fhould certainly be very 
difident of my own judgment. But if infant bap- 
tifm be really a pofitive inftitution of Chrift, it can 
require no fuch fingular qualifications to difcern. it; 


A LETTER, @c. 227 


and if it is not, then all the learning and reafoning 
in the world, however ingenious, can never convert 
it into one. 

It is very remarkable, that though Pedobaptifts of all 
denominations agree in the general conclufion, viz. 
that infants ought to he baptized, or, at leaft, that 
there is no harm in it; yet they are far from being 


agreed as to the premifes from whence they infer 


that conclufion ; for there is fcarcely an argument 
which has been urged by any of them in fupport 
of it, but what has been contradi€ted by others of 
them, or confidered as inconclufive and foreign to 
the point : If you doubt the truth of this you may 
attend to the following particulars. 


_I. The Pedobaptifts differ widely among them- 
felves about the grounds of the right which infants 
have to baptifm. Some found it upon the uni- 
verfality of divine grace: others, upon the commif- 
fion to difciple all nations. But many reject thefe 
grounds, and place it upon the law of circumcifion 
which they think warrants the baptifm of the infant 
feed of New Teftament believers. Others doubt 
this, and afhrm that it comes in place, or is rather 
a continuation of Jewith profelyte baptifm; while 
others deny that there was any fuch baptifm pre- 
vious to the Chriftian zra.—Some ground it upon 
the entail of the covenant of grace on the natural. 
feed of believers, at leaft during their infancy, and 
which gives them aright tobaptifm as being born holy 
and members of the true church for which Chrift 
gave himfelf. Others deny this, and affirm, that it 
is by baptifm they are brought into the bond of 
the covenant of grace, and conftituted members of 
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the true church.—Some place the right of infants to 
baptifm on the engagement of a furety or fponfor, 
and many on the faith of the immediate parents, 
or, if thefe laft happen to be ungodly, on the piety 
of their more remote anceftors, which they think 
conveys the right to feveral fucceeding generations; 
but how far this extends they are not yet agreed. 
Others deny any right derived from parents of 
anceftors, and place it on the faith and confent of 
the church, and fome even on the authority of the 
Chriftian magiftrate over his fubjets.—There are 
numbers who ground it on the fuppofed faith of 
the infant itfelf, which they prefume it poffeffes in 
the feed, though not in the fruit; and Luther 
owns, * that little children fhould not be baptized 
at all, if it be true that in baptifm they do not be- 
lieve.” Thofe who adopt this opinion feem to give 
up every other ground for infant baptifm, for they 
admit that nothing folid can be replied to the Bap- 
tifts, without maintaining either that infants have 
faith before baptifm, or that, in baptifm, they are 
regenerated and believe. In fhort, the various 
grounds upon which the right of infants to baptifm 
has been placed, are not only contradi€tory in their 
own nature, but have actually been contradi€ted by 
Pedobaptifts themfelves, one clafs of them over- 
turning the hypothefis of another. 


II. The Pedobaptifts are not agreed as to the 
fenfe of the feripture paffages from which infant-bap- 
tifm is inferred, nor as to the juftnefs of the in- 
ferences or conclufions drawn from them. I fhall 
take notice of thofe paflages on which the main 
ftrefs is laid. i 
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Gen. xvii. 7. © I will eftablith my covenant be- 
tween me and thee, and thy feed after thee in their 
generations, for an everlafting covenant, to be a 
God, unto thee, and to thy feed after thee.” Many 
Pedobaptilts, not underftanding that this covenant 
with Abraham had a twofold fenfe; one literal and 
_ temporal, relating to his natural feed; the other 
fpiritual and eternal, refpecting his fpiritual feed, 

have applied it indifcriminately to the natural feed 
of New Teftament believers. But others of them 
admit this diftin@tion, and maintain, that, fo far as 
this was a promife of fpiritual bleflings, it did not. 
refpect the natural feed of Abraham as fuch, but 
only his* fpiritual feed by faith; that in this view 
only does it include believing Gentiles, Gal. iii. 26, 
28, 29. but not the natural feed of any as fuch, 
Mat.‘ iii. 9. Rom: ix. 8. 2 Cor. v. 16, 17. See 
Zanchius, De nat. Dei, L. iv. c. v. § 5. Mr. 
Baxter’s Di/putat. of right to Sacram. p. 114, 115. 
Affem. of Drvines’ Annotat. on Rom. ix. 8. Beza’s 
Annotat. on Gal. iv. 24. Venema, Differtat. Sacre, 
L. ii: co ix. L. in. c. ii. Mr. Willhams’s Notes on 
Morrice’s Social Religion, p. 312—317. 
Gen. xvii. 12. * And he that is eight days old. 
fhall be circumcifed among you, every man-child 
in your generations,” ('c. From this command to 
circumcife the infant male feed of Abraham, it is 
commonly argued, that the natural feed of believers 
fhould be baptized in infancy. But many Pedo» 
baptifts do not confider this argument as conclufive : 
Lord Brooke fays, “ ‘The analogy which baptifm 
now hath with circumcifion {n the old Jaw, is a fine 
rhetorical argument to illuftrate a point well proved 
before; but I fomewhat doubt whether it be proof 
YW : 
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enough for that which fome would prove by it; fince 
befides the vaft differences in the ordinances, the 
perfons to be circumcifed are {tated by a pofitive law 
fo exprefs, that it leaves no place for feruple. | Bat 
it is far otherwife in baptifm, where all the defigna- 
tion of perfons fit to be partakers, for ought I know, 
is only /uch as believe. For this is the qualification 
that, with exaCteft fearch, I find the fcripture re- 
guires in perfons to be baptized ; and this it feems 
to require in all fuch pe:fons. New, how infants 
can be faid to believe, I am not yet fully refolved.” 
Difcourfe of Epif. Sect. ii. chap. vil. p. 97. VNE- 
MA, having obferved that it is a received hypothefis 
that baptifm fucceeded in the place of circumcifion 
fays, ‘© But what then? Muft I therefore allow, or 
does it thence follow, that the defign and the end 
of baptifm, and of circumcifion, were the fame? 
Certainly, by no means. For according to the dif- 
ferent nature of the economies, there ought to be 
a different afpeC: of the facraments, and a different 
end—Circumcifion, according to a twofold cove- 
nant, internal and external, which then exifted, had 
likewife a twofold afpect, fpiritual and carnal. The 
former referred to the internal covenant of grace ; 
the latter to a legal, typical, and external covenant. 
‘That was concerned in fealing therighteou/ne/s of faith, 
as the apoftle afferts (Rom. iv. 11.) 5 this in the ex- 
ternal prerogatives of Judaifm, and in confirming ex= 
ternal benefits. ‘That was peculiar to the delieving 
'Iraelites ; this was common to the whole people.— 
‘This twofold and different afpe@t of circumcifion 
being fuppoled and admitted, the whole queftion 
will be, Whether baptifm. anfwers to both, or only 
to one of thofe different appearances ?' Whether it 
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facceeds to circumcifion abfolutely and in all re- 
fpects, or in a reftricted fenfe, and in fome only ? 
Which: controverfy cannot be determined, but from 
a comparifon ofboth economies, a contemplation 
on the nature of each facrament, and indeed the clear 
dottrine of feripture.” And having obferved, that the 
icriptures nowhere afirmthat baptifm holdsthe place 
of circumcifion, and that Paul in Col. ii. t1, 12. only 
afferts that baptifm anf{wers to /piritual circumcifion, 
he proceeds thus; “ and feeing I perceive none 
[no reafon] produced for a perfect fimilitude, it is 
my intention to eftablith an imperfeé likenefs, in 
order to make it appear that baptifm fucceeded 
_eitcumcifion, mot according to an external, but 
only an internal and myftical confideration. The 
genius of the new economy affords the firft and 
the cleareft reafon ; feeing a facrament of it cannot 
_ be foreign from its nature. Now that is fpiritual, 
-and abhorrent of an external covenant, as-I have 
endeavoured to demonf{trate; wherefore it anfwers 
only to the fpiritual part of the old economy.” 
From thefe confiderations he concludes, that ‘ to 
fettle the external afpect and end of baptifm, a 
comparifon of it with circumcifion avails nothing 
at all.” He alfo obferves, that “ our facraments do 
net belong to any external covenant, as under the 
former difpenfation; but to the internal covenant 
of grace: which pofitive inftitutes no one can 
rightly or lawfully ufe, befides a ¢trve believer, who 
is internally a covenantee.” Dzffertat. Sacra. L. it. 
e. xv. See alfo Dr. ErsKxine’s Theolog. Differtat, 
p- 78, 79, 80. 

' Matth. xxviii. 19. © Go ye therefore and teach all 
nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father, 
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and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghoft ;” &&e. 
Many of the Pedobaptifts contend that infants are 
included in this commiffion ; that theword pebijlsvcals 
fignifies to make difciples, and that infants are to be 
made difciples by baptifm, and to be taught after- 
wards. But a great many of the moft learned and 
judicious Pedobaptift writers reprobate this glofs, 
I fhall inftance only in three of them. Mr. Bax-_ 
TER fays, “ As for thofe that fay they are difcipled — 
by baptizing, and not before baptizing, they {peak 
not the fenfe of that text; nor that which is true 
or rational, if they mean it abfolutely as fo fpoken 5 
elfe why fhould one be baptized more than ano- 
ther ?—This is not like fome occafional hiftorical 
mention of baptifm, but it is the very commiflion 
of Chrift to his apoftles for preaching and baptizing, 
and purpofely exprefleth their feveral works, in 
their feveral places and order. Their firft tafk is 
by teaching to make difciples, which are by Mark 
called believers: ‘The fecond work is to baptize 
them, whereto is annexed the promife of their fal- 
vation: The third work is to teach them all other 
things which are afterwards to be learned in the 
fchool of Chrift. To contemn this order, is to te- 
nounce all rules of order ; for where can we expect 
to find it if not here ? I profefs my confcience is 
fully fatisfied from this text, that it is one fort of 
faith, even faving, that muft go before baptifm, and 
the profeflion whereof the minifter muft expec.” 
Difputat. of Right to Sacr. p. 91, 149) 150. 

Dr. RincGiey, having cited the words of the 
commiflion, fays, I am fenfible that fome who 
have defended infzat-baptifm, or rather attempted 
to anfwer an objection taken from this and fuch 
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like {criptures againft it, have endeavoured to prove 


that the Greek word fignifies to make perfons d:/ci- 
ples—and therefore they fuppofe that we are made 
difciples by baptifm, and afterwards to be taught 
to obferve all things whatfoever Chrift hath com- 
manded.—But I cannot think this fenfe of the word 
fo defenfible or agreeable to the defign of our 
Saviour, as that of our tranflation, wiz. Go teach all 
nations ; which agrees with the words of the other 
Evangelift, Go preach the go/pel to every creature. 
And befides, while we have recourfe to this fenfe 
to defend infant-baptifm, we do not rightly confider, 
that this cannot well be applied to adult baptifm, 
which the apoftles were firft to practife: for it 
cannot be faid concerning the heathen, that they 
are firft to be taken under Chrift’s care by baptifm, 
and then inftruéted in the doétrines of the gofpel 
by his minifters.” Body of Div. “Quef. 166. 

Dr. Wurrsy thus comments upon this paflage, 
“¢ Teach all nations, Medalevew here is to preach the 
gofpel to all nations, and to engage them to believe 
it in order to their profeffion of that faith by bap- 
tifm; as feems apparent.—1. From the parallel 
ecommiflion, Mark xvi. 15. Go preach the gofpel to 
every creature; he that believeth, and is baptized, 
fhall be faved.—2. From the feripture notion of a 
difciple, that being ftill the fame as a deliever.—If 
here it fhould be faid, that I yield too much to the 
Antipedobaptifts—I defire any one to tell me how 
the apoftles could, patylsuay, make a difciple of an 
heathen, or unbelieving Jew, without being padyrai, 
or teachers of them? whether they were not fent 
to preach to thofe that could hear, and to teach 
them to who they preached, that Fe/us was the 
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Chri/t, and only to baptize them. when they did 
believe this?” {c, 

Matth. xix. 14, ** Suffer the httle children, and 
forbid them not to come unto me: for of fuch is 
the kingdom of God.” Much ufe has been made 
of this paffage in fupport of infant- baptilm 5 but - 
feveral Pedobaptift writers admit, that it is of little 
or no fervice to the caufe. Mr. Poore’s Continua- 
tors on the place give this caution, * We muft 
take heed we donot found infant-baptifm upon the 
example of Chrift in this text 5 for it is certain 
that he did not baptize thefe children. Mark only 
faith, He took them into his arms, laid his hands 
on them, and bleffed them.” Dr. Dopprinee 
fays, * I acknowledge thefe words of themfelves 
will not prove infant-baptifm to be an inftitution of 
Chrift.” Nefeon the place. Dr. Wuirsy, having 
attempted, to fhew that thefe words are fitly ufed 
at the celebration of infant-baptifm, adds, « But, 
fay the Antipedobaptifts, Chrift neither did bap~ 
tize them, nor command the apoftles to: do it. 
Anf. That is not to be wondered at, if we confider 
that—Chriftian baptifm was not yet inftituted ; 
and that the baptifm then ufed by John and Chrift’s 
difciples, was only the baptifm of repentanee, and 
faith in the Mefliah, which was for to come, A@s 
xix. 43 of both which infants were incapable.” - 
Annotat. on the place. With this Mr. Burxirt’s. 
note agrees almoft verbatim. But here a queftion. 
accurs, How are infants more.capable of Chriftian. 
baptifm than they were of the baptifm of John? 
Ts it becaufe Chriftian baptifm requires neither faith 
nor repentance as that did ? Ox are infants mention~ 
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ed as fubje€ts of the one any more than of the 
other ? 

Acts ii. 39. The promife is unto you and to 
your children, and to all that are afar off, even to 
as many as the Lord our God fhall call.” Thefe 
words have alfo been frequently urged in favour of 
infant-baptifm ; but many learned Pedobaptifts 
deny that they have any relation to that fubjeét. 
Thus Dr. HammMonp fays, “ If any have made ufe 
of that very inconcludent argument, [viz. from 
Ads ii. 39.] [have nothing to fay in defence of 
them—the word children there is really the pofte- 
‘rity of the Jews, and not peculiarly their infant 
children.” Works, Vol. i. p. 490. Limsorcu, 
having {hewn that the apoftle by reve did not mean 
infants, but children or pofterity, concludes thus, 
« Whence it appears, that the argument which is 
very commonly taken from this paflage for the bap- 
tifm of infants, is of no force, and good for no- 
thing; becaufe it entirely departs from the defign of 
Peter. It is neceflary, therefore, that Pedobaptifm 
fhould be fupported by other arguments.” Comment. 
in loc. Dr. Watrsy on the place fays, “ Thefe 
words will not prove a right of infants to receive 
baptifm. The promife here being that only of the 
Holy Ghoft, mentioned ver. 16, 17, 18. and fo re- 
lating only to the times of the miraculous effufion 
of the Holy Ghoft, and to thofe perfons who by 
age were made capable of thefe extraordinary gifts.” 

Adts xvi. 15. ‘© When fhe was baptized and her 
houfehold.”—Ver. 33. ‘ And was baptized, he 
and all his, ftraightway.”—-1 Cor. i. 16. “ I bapti- 
zed alfo the houfehold of Stephanas.” As many of 
the Pedobaptifts take it for granted that there were 
infants in thofe houfeholds, fo they conclude that 
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they were baptized: But here again their Pedobap- 
tift brethren confider this argument as altogether 
uncertain. As to the houfehold of Lydia, Dr. 
Wuirsy paraphrafes the paflage thus, “* And 
when fhe, and thofe of her houfehold, were in- 
ftructed in the Chriftian faith, and in the nature of 
the baptifm required by it, fhe was baptized, and 
her houfehold.” Limporcu on the place fays, 
«© Whether any infants were in her houfe is un- 
certain. An undoubted argument, therefore, can- — 
not be drawn front this inftance, by which it may 
be demonttrated that infants were baptized by the 
apoftles.—There might be [little] children in thefe 
families; yet the Holy Spirit furnifhes me with 
no folid argument whereby I can demontftrate it, 
—it does not exprefsly fay there were any children 
in them: And though this fhould be granted, 
yet we are not informed that they were bapti- 
zed together with their parents; on the contrary, 
all thofe who were baptized are faid to give 
thanks to God, which children could never do.” 
Of the Jaylor and his houfe it is faid, He rejoiced, 
believing in God, with all his houfe, A&s xvi. 34. On 
which Mr. Henry obferves, “© There was none 
in his houfe that refufed to be baptized, and fo 
made a jar in the harmony; but they were unani- 
mous in embracing the gofpel, which added much 
to the joy.” With refpect to the houfehold of Ste- 
phanas, Dr. Hammonn fays, “ I think it unreafon- 
able that the apoftle’s bare mention of baptizing 
his houfehold fhould be thought competent to con- 
clude that infants were baptized by him, when it 
is uncertain whether there were any fuch at all in 


his houfe,” Works, Vol. 1. p. 494. Indeed it ap- 
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pears clear there were none fuch in his houfe; for 
the apoftle in the fame epiftle, fays, “ Ye know the 
haufe of Stephanas, that it is thé firft fruits of Achaia, 
and that they have addi&ed themfelves to the minifiry of 
the faints.” 1 Cor. xvi. 15. -On which place, Dr. 
Dopprincs remarks, ‘This feems to imply, that 
it was the generous care of the whole family to 
affift their fellow Chriftians; fo that there was not 
a member of it which did not do its part.” 

‘r Cor. vii. 14. “ The unbelieving hufband is 
fanGified by the wife, and the unbelieving wife is 
fan@tified by the hufband; elfe were your chil- 
dren unclean, but now are they holy.” This text 
is ftrongly urged by many as a decifive proof of in- 
fant-baptifm ; but there are alfo many learned and 
judicious Pedobaptift writers who differ from them, 
both as to the fan€tification of the unbelieving pa~ 
rent, and the confequent holinefs of the children, 
and deny that it has any relation to baptifm. In 

 oppofition to that external covenant holinefs which 
many plead for, VerrHuysius fays, ‘© Some think, 
by that holinefs, mentioned in 1 Cor. vii. 14. is to 
be underftood fuch an external holinefs as was pof- 
feffed by an Ifraelite and a Jew, even though his life 
made it appear that he was not a true Ifraelite, 
auhofe praife is not of men, but of G:d. Now thofe 
who are of this opinion fuppofe, that there is a 
kind of external covenant under the gofpel; on 
account of which covenant fome are called dol, 
though nothing appears in their lives to prove them 
real faints. But I fee no intimation of this exter- 
nal covenant in the whole gofpel.” Opera. Tom. I. 
p. 801. To the fame purpofe VirrinGa writes, 
s We would haye it obferved, the apoftle does not 
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‘mean, that all the children of believers and faints 
are truly partakers of the Holy Spirit, and by him 
ingrafted into.the body of the church; for there is 
no promife of this prerogative made to believing 
parents; nay, rather, the events of every day teach 
the contrary—[therefore] the generality of our di- 
vines recur to an external holinefs, which has its ori- 
ginal from an external covenant.’ So that the chil- 
dren of believers are holy, becaufe being feparated 
from the world, they live and are educated in the 
communion of the external church. Like as the 
Ifraelites in former times, being chofen out of the 
other nations of the world, are called a holy nation, 
Exod. xix. 6. though a very great part of them was 
impure; and their children are denominated a 
boly feed, Ezra ix. 2. comp. with Neh. ix. 2.—But 
this is inconfiftent with the clear doétrine of the 
divine word, and abfolutely contrary to'the genius 
of the new covenant.—So far from an external ho- 
linefs of this kind having any place under the New 
Teftament, that, on the contrary, this is the prero- 
gative of the New Teftament or Covenant, that no 
one belongs to it, except he be truly fan@tified: no 
one is called holy, except he be truly confidered as. 
internally holy; and in this confifts the difference 
between the Old and the New Covenant—that this 
is entirely fpiritual, entirely internal.”—But after 
all, we muft remember, that VirrinGa was a 
Pedobaptift, and therefore though he denies that 
there is any external covenant holine/s under the New 
Teftament; nay, though he denies that the apoftle 
means that all the children of believers are truly 
holy as being partakers of the Holy Spiril, or that 
there is any promife of this prerogative made to be- 
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lieving parents; yet he adds, « The infants of be- 
lieving parents are therefore called /oly, becaufe we 
juftly prefume, that they are fan@tified by the:Holy 
Spirit in their parents. For feeing God has con- 
ferred his grace on the parents, or on one of the 
parents, by a judgment of charity we pre/ume, that 
he will afford the fame grace to the infants as long 
as the contrary is not manifeft to us.” Odfervat. 
Sac. L. il. ce vi. § 25, 26, 27, 28." We joey 
prefume—by a judgment of charity we pre/ume.”-— 
Prefume what ? * That infants are fan@iified by the 
Holy Ghoft in their parents.” Does the apoftle 
fay fo? No. Is there any promife to that effe& ? 
No. Then to pre/wme it, and to aét upon it, is in- 
deed prefumption, mere ed see Sata and nothing 
elfe. 

As to the /andification of the unbelieving parent, 
and the confequent holine/s or cleanne/s of the chil- 
dren, many of the Pedobaptifts agree with our 
view of both. ‘Take the following for a fpecimen ; 
«© The apoftle does not mean the fan@tification of 
a married perfon, by which he becomes truly righ- 
teous and -holy; but that by which the ufe of 
marriage may be honourably enjoyed.” Justi- 
NIANUS: apud Chamierum, Panffrat. Tom. iy. 1. 
Vor CL KG Ti The fanétification intended relates 
to marriage.” SarmeEro. Jbid.—*' The children 
are called oly in’ a civil fenfe ; that i 1s, legitimate, 
and not {purious —As if Paul had faid, If your 
marriage were unlawful, your children would be 
illegitimate. But the former is not a fat; there- 
fore not the latter.” Suares and Vasques, Lid. 
“Hath betm fandified ;that is, legitimated, fo that 
their marriage is lawful. This the apoftle proves 
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from the natural effect. For if the unbelieving 
hufband be not fanétified, 7. ¢: legitimated, by the 
wife; and if the unbelieving wife be not fanctified 
or legitimated, by the hufband, your children are un- 
clean ; that is, they were born of an unlawful mar- 
riage ; rather of an illicit commerce. But now are 
they holy ; that is, legitimate, not baftards, or born of 
unchattity.” Dizrericus: apud Wolfium, Cura, in 
loc. — We attribute this fan@ification, that is clean- 
nefs, not to the faith of the believing yokefellow, but 
to the marriage, byreafon of the appointment of God; 
with Hisrome, who faith, decau/e by God's appoint« 
ment marriage is holy; and AmBrosE, who hath it 
thus, the children are holy, becaufe they are bora of 
lawful marriage—Nor is any other holinefs or 
cleannefs of children meddled with, than that 
which agrees alfo. to unbelieving parents ; for to 
them no other agrees, than that which is by law- 
» ful marriage.” M]u/culus.—‘ The unbeliever is faid 
to be fanétified by marriage with the believer ; 
not.as to the perfon, which is not fanétified, except 
by faiths, but as to ufe, and. conjugal intercourfe. 
—Paul here treats concerning a mutual participa- 
tion of fuch holinefs as depends upon conjugal 
cultom, as CHRysostom teaches; a holinefs 
which the believing and unbelieving. partner have 
in common. between themfelves.. Whence it fol~ 
lows, that thefe things have been, rafhly and, vio- 
lently applied by Calvin, Beza, Parzus, and others, 
to.a natural or original holinefs of children born of 
believers.” Carovius’ Biblica MIlluftrata. Many. 
other Pedobaptift writers agree in this fenfe of the 
paflage. Indeed I know of no Scripture text which 
has. been adduced to prove infant-baptifm, which 
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many of the moft judicious Pedobaptifts themfelves 
have not confidered either as entirely foreign to the 
point, or at leaft very doubtful *. 


Til. Thofe who practife infant-baptifm differ 
much from each other in their opinion as to what 
benefit infants derive from their being baptized. 
The Romifh and Greek churches hold it to be ne- 
ceffary to their falvation. Proteftants in general 
deny this, though many of them lean to that fide, 
—The church of England affirms, that by it they’ 
are made the members of Chrift, the children of 
God, and the inheritors of the kingdom of heaven: 
others deny that baptifm makes them fuch, but only 
feals and confirms thefe bleflings to them.—Some 
maintain that it initiates them into the true in- 
yifible church; others, into the vifible church; 
while many infift that they are naturally members 
of the vifible church by being born within the pale 
of it, and that their baptifm is only an acknowledg- 
ment of this.—Many confider baptifm as fealing 
to infants the benefits of an external covenant, 
which they think is made with believers refpeCting 
their offspring, anfwerable to the covenant which 
God made with Abraham refpeting his natural 
feed, though they are not agreed as to the nature 
of thefe benefits: but others deny that any fuch 
covenant exifts under the gofpel. Vuirrinca fays, 
«© The facraments of the New Covenant are of 
fuch a nature, as to feal nothing but what is fpiri- 
tual; nor are they of ANY ADVANTAGE, except 


® Several of the foregoing quotations from foreign Pedobaptit 
writers, I have felefted from Mr Bootu’s Pedobapti/m Examined, 
Qd edit, a book which I recommend to your perufal; 
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with regard to thofe who really believe in Jefus 
Chrift.” 

Many of them are quite undetermined as to the 
_ efficacy and ufefulnefs of iufant-baptifm. Mr Booth 
has produced three of their celebrated writers who 
acknowledge this. Wrrstus fays, “ The queftion 
relating to the efficacy and ufefulne/s of Chriftian 
baptifm, in reference to the elect infants of parents 
who are in the covenant, is peculiarly arduous and 
obftrufe ; and as of old, fo very lately, it is em- 
barraffed by the fubtilty of curious difputes.” 
Mifcel. Sac. Tom. ii. exercit. xix. § i. Mr. Jona- 
THAN Epwarps fpeaks to’ the fame purpofe, 
“ God’s method of dealing with fuch mfants as 
are regularly dedicated to him in baptifm, is a 
matter liable to great difputes and many contro- 
verfies.” Inquiry into Qualificat. for Commun. Ap-~ 
pendix, p.13. So alfo Saurin; “ Does an infant 
participate in the bleflings of a covenant, which he 
may perhaps reject when he comes to the age of 
reafon? Is baptifm ufelefs, then, till fuch as have re- 
ceived it fhall perform the vows that have been 
made for them? Why do not we! wait then till 
that time before it be adminiftered ? We do not 
pretend that thefe difficulties are infurmountable; 
but we think that means more confiftent than thofe 
which are commonly employed fhould be offered.” 
Abregé de la Theologie, p. 202. Nay fome of them 
do not view infant baptifm as of any benefit at all. 
They confider it not as directly implying that the in- 
fants themfelves have any imtereft in it, or in the 
thing fignified by it;.but as part of the parent’s 
own profeflion of Chriftianity. 

Thus it appears that the Pedobaptifts are net 
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agreed among themfelves as to the grounds of the 
right which infants have to baptifm ; nor as to the 
fenfe of the Scripture paflages commonly alledged in 
fupport of it; nor as to the denefit which infants de- 
rive from it. 


IV. The Pedobaptifts univerfally admit, that 
there is no exprefs precept nor plain precedent for in- 
fant baptifm in all the word of God. But to ad- 
mit this, (and admit it they muft) is, in fad, to 
give up the caufe. Baptifm is confeffedly not a 
moral but pofitive inftitution ; that is, itis not found- 
ed in the nature of things, like moral precepts, but 
depends entirely on the authority and revealed will 
of the Inftitutor. . Now, if infant-baptifm have 
neither {cripture precept nor example to fupport it, 
it can have no exiftence as a divine inftitution. 
But it may be proper to explain more fully the 
difference between moral and pofitive precepts, which 
I fhall do nearly in the words of Pedobaptift 
writers. 

Moral duties are founded. not merely in external 
commands, but in the nature and reafon of things. 
To love God with all our heart, and our neighbour 
as ourfelves, are duties arifing from the character 
of God, and our relation to him and one another, 
and fo right and fit in their own nature antece- 
dently to any external command. But pofitive in- 
ftitutions are founded folely in the will of the In- 
ftitutor: To eat of the tree in the midft of the 
garden was in itfelf altogether indifferent till it be- 
came finful by the Divine'prohibition, So circums 
cifion, and the various rituals of the Mofaic law, 
had no foundation in the nature of things, but be- 
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came duties merely by pofitive inftitution. Yet we 
are not to confider pofitive inftitutions as meré 
arbitrary impofitions ; for God appoints nothing 
but for fome wife reafon, and for fome good end ; 
but then it is not the rea/on or end but the authority 
which makes the inftitution ; and therefore though 
we fhould not underftand the reafon of this or that 
zppointment, yet if we fee the command, we muft 
obey. 

Again, moral do€trines and duties may be dedu- 
ced and inferred from others of a moral nature, and 
all of them from their firft principles. Thus love 
is the principle required in the moral law, and from 
this we may juftly infer a prohibition from working 
any ill to our neighbour, as being contrary to the 
nature of love (Rom. xiii 10.), and alfo a command 
to do him all the good that properly lies in our 
power, for that is nothing but the natural and 
practical exercife of love. So that a genuine in- 
ference from a moral principle, and relating to 
things of a moral nature, has all the certainty of the 
principle itfelf. But with regard to pofitive in- 
ftitutions the cafe is quite different: For as they 
depend wholly upon the will of God, fo they can- 
not be deduced or inferred from any thing known 
to us, abftraét from the exprefs declaration of his 
will. Such laws admit of no commutation, mutila- 
tion or alteration by human authority 3 becaufe in 
them we fee nothing beyond the words of the law, 
and the firft meaning, and the named inftance. It 
is that a individuo which God appoints, fixing it 
fo and wo more, and no Jes, and no otherwife: For 
when the will of the Lawgiver.is all the reafon, the 
firft inftance of the law is all the meafures, and 
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there can be no produ but what is juft fet down. 
No parity of reafon can infer any thing elfe; be- 
caufe there is no reafon known to us but the will 
of God, to which nothing can be equal; which will 
being a€tually limited to this f{pecification, this man- 
ner, this inftitution, whatever comes befides, has no 
foundation in the will of the Lawgiver, and there- 
fore can have no warrant or authority. It is plain 
therefore, that as mora/ duties may be deduced from 
moral principles and the reafon of things, it is not 
neceflary that every duty of this nature in all its 
fuppofeable modes, occafions, objects and circum- 
ftances, fhould be exprefsly ftated-and particularly 
fpecified, for that would be endlefs ; But with refpect 
to pofitive inftitutions, as thefe depend entirely on the 
will of the Inftitutor, and cannot be deduced from 
any thing elfe, fo they can have no exiftence but 
by the expre/s declaration of his will in their appoint- 
ment, without which they cannot be faid to be 
inftituted, and fo there can be no obligation to abe 
ferve them. 

Moral duties are of perpetual obligation, becavfe 
founded in the nature of things, or the effential and 
unalterable diftinction between right and wrong’: 
But pofitive inf{titutions, being appointed only for 
a limited time, their obligation ceafes when that time 
has expired. Thus circumcifion and the rituals of 
the old law were fet afide at the end of the Jewith 
difpenfation ; and fo Baptifm and the Lord’s Sup- 
per will ceafe when Chrift fhall come again. But 
here it mult be obferved, that our obligations to obey 
all God’s commands, whether moral or pofitive, are 
abfolute and indifpenfible; and that commands, 
merely pofitive, admitted to be from Him, lay us 
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under a moral obligation to obey them, an obliga- 
tion moral in the ftriteft and moft proper. fenfe. 
Surely obedience to God’s command is-a moral 
excellence, though the inftances of that obedience 
may lie in pofitive rites. A difpofition to obey 
livine orders, either pofitive or moral, is part of 
that holinefs without which no man fhall fee the 
Lord. We may be faved without a facrament, but 
we cannot be faved without a difpofition to obey 
God’s. authority wherever we fee it.  Pofitive pre- 
cepts are the greateft and moft perfect trial of obe- 
dience, becattfe in them the mere authority and will 
cf the Legiflator is the fole ground of the obligation, 
and nothing in the nature of the things themfelves 5 
and therefore they are the greateft trial of any 
perfon’s refpect to that authority and will. What- 
ever difierence there is between moral and pofitive 

- precepts, and however excellent the former are in 
themfelves in comparifon with the latter, the od/iga- 
tion is the fame in both, viz. the command of 
God. 

We fhali now apply thefe obfervations to the fub- 
jet in hand. The Pedobaptifts admit that baptifm is 
a pofitive inftitution.—They alfo admit (and I know 
none of them who deny) that a pofitive inftitution 
depends folely on the will of God the Inftitutor; and 
fo cannot be deduced or inferred from any thing 
known to us, befides the exprefs declaration of his 
will concerning it.—Further,. they are obliged to 
admit, that there is no expre/s precept ox example in 
all the word of God for infant-baptifm. 

Now, by thefe conceflions they entirely, though 
undefignedly, give up the caufe of infant-baptifm ; 
for a pofitive inftitution for which there is neither 
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exprefs precept nor example, is an abfolute contradic- 
tion, as no pofitive inftitution can have any exiftence 
but by the exprefs declaration of the will of the In- 
ftitutor, which is its very inftitution ; nor can we 
know any thing about it unlefs it be exprefsly re- 
corded or exemplified in the holy fcriptures. 

Still, however, it is maintained, that though 
there is no exprefs fcripture precept or example 
for the baptifm of infants, there are many other 
confiderations from which it may be deduced or 
inferred. This is the common miftake in which 
all the Pedobaptifts unite, and fo depart from the 
true nature of the fubjet in queftion, which is a 
pofitive rite, not deduceable from any principle 
known to us, but depending entirely for its being, 
and all that relates to it, on the will of God; con- 
fequently, not the fubject of inference, but of ex- 
prefs pofitive inftitution. Were it a natural or 
moral duty, it might be fairly argued from general 
principles, moral confiderations, analogy, expediency, 
fitnefs or utility, becaufe the known nature and re- 
lation of things furnifh the proper data: Nay, a 
duty of this nature may be fairly inferred from 
many texts of fcripture where it is not particular- 
ly mentioned, nor perhaps has entered into the 
thoughts of the infpired writers when penning 
thefe texts: But as to baptifm the cafe is quite 
different, it being a particular ritual inftitution 
which derives its whole being and authority from _ 
a pofitive law refpecting itfelf, and therefore can 
be deduced from no other principle whatever. 
Since therefore the Pedobaptifts cannot produce a 
plain fcripture precept or precedent for the baptifm 
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of infants, all their arguments in ee of it are 
quite inapplicable and to no purpofe. 

Many Pedobaptift writers confefs, that © the 
fcripture does not clearly determine the baptifm of 
infants”— that it is /o dark in the fcriptures, that 
the controverfy i is become /o hard, as we find it’— 
“ that it is not fo clearly delivered, but that it 
admits of a difpute which has confiderable perplexities 
in it. Therefore fome of them wifh to fhift the 
ftate of the queftion, and turn the argument upon 
another hinge. Thus Vitrinca; “ He, in my 
opinion, that would argue prudently againft the 
Anabaptifts, fhould not ftate the point in contro- 
verfy thus; Whether infants, born of Chriftian 
parents, ought nece/farily to be baptized? but, whether 
it be /awful, according to the Chriftian difcipline, 
to baptize them? Or, what evi/ is there in the cere- 
mony of baptizing infants ?” Od/ervat. Sac. Tom. 
1. L, ii. c. vile § 9. Thus alfo an anonymous 
author, © In the controverfy about infant-baptifm, 
the enquiry ought not to be, Whether Chrift hath 
commanded infants to be baptized? but, whether he 
hath excluded them from baptifm?” Cafes to Recover 
Diffenters, Vol. ii. p. 405. 

This prudent manner of arguing, by fhifting the 
enquiry from a command or example to a prohibi- 
tion, demonftrates in the cleareft manner to what a 
fad pinch the more thinking part of the Pedobap- 
‘ tilts are reduced. ‘To maintain the baptifm of in- 
fants as being either commanded or exemplified in 
fcripture, is to place it upon a ground which they 
find to be altogether untenable; but they think 
that if infants are not exc/uded from it by an exprefs 
prohibition, there can be no evi/ in it, 7, e. it muft 
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be a thing perfeily harmlefs and indifferent !_ And 
it will be granted, that if they do not intend it as a 
divine inftitution, there can be no evi/ in bathing or 
wathing infants as often as there is occafion for it, 
and as they are not exc/uded from this, it is perfect- 
ly Jawful. But if they perform it as a religious act 
of divine worfhip, and adminifter it in the facred 
name of the Divine Three, then it involves in it a 
complication of evils. It is a profane abufe of the 
adorable name of the Trinity, and a mifapplication 
of the outward fign: It fuperfedes, or fets afide, 
the baptifm of believers which Chrift hath inftitut- 
ed, and fo makes the commandment of God of 
none effet, by fubftituting a human tradition in 
its place, Mat. xv. 3, 6. And as it is founded upon 
the negative ground of its not being particularly 
and exprefsly prohibited, it eftablifhes a principle 
that will juftify all manner of fuperftition and will- 
worfhip, which the Lord exprefsly condemns and 
rejects, faying, “ But in vain do they worfhip me, 
teaching for doctrines the commandments of men,” 
ver. 9. fee alfo Col. ii. 20, 22, 23. 

It is faid that infants are not excluded from bape 
tifm: But does not our Lord commiffion his 
apoftles to baptize perfons of a certain defcription, 
viz. thofe whom they fhould teach or make di/ciples 
by the preaching of the gofpel? and is not the 
fubje@ of that ordinance plainly defcrived to be, 
he that believeth ? This certainly excludes infants 
who cannot be taught or believe, and there was no 
neceflity that he fhould further exclude them by a 
particular expre/s prohibition; for when the fubjeéts 
of a pofitive ordinance are defcribed, all who fall 
not under that defcription are of courfe excluded. 
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Thus you may fee, that the arguments in favour 
of infant-baptifm have no tendency to make us lef{s 
confident in our oppofition to it. ‘The Pedobap- 
tifts themfelves deftroy the force of one anothers 
arguments ; for while they hold by one general 
conclufion, they differ as to every part of the pre- 
mifes whence it fhould be drawn. 
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A LETTER TO THE FOREGOING CORESPONDENT:. 


SIR, 
WHE you feem to admit that the {cripture 


warrants the baptifm of none but believers, 
you cannot be reconciled to our making it a term of 
communion. Your wordsare: * But granting your 
view of baptifm to be perfeétly agreeable to the ori- 
ginal inftitution, yet ftill I think you lay an undue 
ftrefs upon that ordinance when you make it a 
term of communion. As it muft be admitted 
that there are many fincere Chriftians who are 
differently minded from you on that fubject, I can- 
not help thinking, that your refufing communion 
to fuch, merely on that account, is contrary to cha- 
rity, and making a pofitive inftitution, or external _ 
rite, of as much importance as moral precepts, or 
the faith itfelf, wherein all true Chriftians are one, 
whereby it becomes an occafion of dividing the real 
children of God.” 

It is very furprifing, that while you acknowledge 
-baptifm to be an ordinance of Chrift, and even 
fuppofe that we obferve it agreeably to his inftitu- 
tion, you fhould yet obje& to us for refufing com- 
_munion to fuch as, upon this fuppofition, are entirely 
without baptifm, and have fubftituted a human in- 
vention in its place. 1 muft be fo free as to tell 
you, that. this objection argues no great reverence 
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for Chrift’s authority, or acquaintance either with 
the nature of true charity or church-communion ; 
but proceeds at bottom from an opinion, that the 
inftitutions of Chrift are not abfolutely binding, but 
may be facrificed to our good opinion of men. It 
is very remarkable, that in proportion as that kind 
of charity you plead for bulks in your eye, in the 
fame proportion does the importance and obligation 
of Chrift’s inftitutions fink in your efteem; hence 
you diftinguith his precepts into moral and pofitive, 
as if the latter fort were not fo much to be regard- 
ed as the former, nor his authority the fame in 
both; and you fpeak of baptifm in particular in 
fuch diminutive terms, as too plainly indicate that 
the authority of its Inftitutor has not its proper 
weight upon your confcience. Was it not the 
tranfgreflion of a pofitive law which introduced fin 
and death into the world? You may approve of 
moral precepts upon the principles of pure Deifm, 
as perceiving them founded in nature and reafon ; 
but you cannot be influenced to this by Chrift’s au- 
thority, while you make light of his poftive inftitu- 
tions, in which that authority appears more fimple 
and confpicuous. We hold it as a fixed principle, 
that there can be no real Chriftianity without cha- 
rity; but at the fame time we are fully perfuaded, 
that true charity muft ever confift with a ftri& and 
confcientious adherence to all things whatfoever 
Chrift hath commanded, and that no true Chriftian 
communion can take place upon the avowed princi- 
ple, that one of the leaft of his laws fhould be dif- 
penfed with in favour of any, however ferious they 
may appear, and however much caufe we may have 
to efteem them on other accounts; for we can 
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never be fo ‘certain of the Chriftianity of fuch as 
refufe to fubmit to Chrift’s ordinances, after they 
have been fet before them, as we are of the ordi- 
nances themfelves, and of the indifpenfible obliga- 
tion that lies upon all Chriftians to obferve them. 
We admit, that there is but one faith effential to 
falvation, viz. That Jefus is the Chrift the Son of 
God, that he-was delivered for the offences and 
raifed again for the juftification of finners *, and 
that whofoever believeth this fhall be faved+: But 
we think it no difparagement of this one faith to 
maintain, that there is alfo one baptifm which cor- 
‘refponds with it ¢, and which, by the will of its In- 
ftitutor, is infeparably connected, at leaft, with the 
fcriptural confeflion of that faith |], and fo effentially 
neceffary to the vifible communion of faints. Be- 
fides thefe general hints, we offer the following 
reafons for holding believer-baptifm as a term of 
vifible communion. 

_ I. Baptifm is of indifpenfible obligation upon all 
Chriftians who can poffibly obtain it, becaufe Chrift 
hath commanded it, and becaufe he had fufficient 
power and authority to do fo. 

(1.) That Chrift hath inftituted baptifm admits of 
no doubt; for he fays, ** Go teach all nations, bapti- 
zing them§;” whichisnotonly a command to hisapof- 
tles to baptize, but to thofe whom they made difciples 
to be baptized 4; for how could the apoftles admini- 
{ter baptifm, if none were obliged to receive it? The 
fame command we have in Mark xvi. 16. “ Go ye 
into all the world, and preach the gofpel to every 


® john xx, 51. Rom. iv. 24, 25. + Rom, x. g. 
* Eph.iv. 5. ~ | Mark xvi. 16. § Mat. xxviii. 19, 
G See Adis ii. 38. x. 48. — xxii. 16, 
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creature. He that believeth, and is baptized, fhall 
be faved.” The obligation to be baptized is the 
fame here with the obligation to delieve the gofpel 5 
for it is not fimply faid, ‘ he that believeth,” but 
«he that believeth, and is baptized;” fo that what- 
ever difference there is between thefe two in other 
refpeéts, there is none in point of obligation. It 
can admit of no doubt that'our Lord. means bap- 
tifm in water ; for fo his infpired apoftles under- 
ftood him, as appears from their praCtice, Acts 
viii. 38. how elfe could the forbidding of water be 
a withftanding of God *? This command is not 
limited to any particular nation ; for he bids them 
“ teach all nations, baptizing them.” Nor is it con- 
fined to the apoftolie age; for he promifes to be 
with his difciples in obferving it, ‘ alway, even 
unto the end of the world +.” 

(2.) That Chrift had fufficient power and authority 
to inftitute baptifm and every other ordinance of the 
gofpel, and an indifputable right to our obedience, 
cannot poflibly be denied by any Chriftian. The Fa. 
ther declares him to be his beloved Son in whom he 
is well pleafed, and commands us to hear him}. 
He hath loved the Son, and given all things into his 
hand || 3 he hath put all things under his feet, and 
given him to be head over all things to the church ¢; 
and upon this fupreme power and authority with 
which he is vefted he grounds the commiffion to 
difciple and baptize; “ All power is given unto 
me in heaven and in earth. Go ye; THEREFORE, 
difciple all. mations, baptizing them 4,” &c. To 
difpute Chrift’s power to make laws, or his tight 


*® A@sx.47.andxi. 17. + Mat. xxviii. 20. .. ¢ Chap. xvii. 5. 
Bb oJohn iii, 85.  § Ep). i, 22,23, 9 { Mat. xxviii, 18,19, 
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ful title and claim to our obedience, is in fa& to ” 
deny that he is the Chrift, and to renounce Chrif- 
tianity altogether. His having a// power in heaven 
and in earth, excludes not only all rival, but con- 
junc authority, either in angels or men, to fet 
afide, difpenfe with, alter, or add to his laws, he 
being the alone Sovereign and fole Lawgiver of his 
church. Accordingly the latter part of the.com~ 
miffion runs thus: “ Teaching them” (i. e. the bap- 
tized difciples) “ to obferve all things whatfoever 
I have commanded you *.” ‘They were to teach 
them to obferve only what he had commanded; and 
not their own inventions, or the traditions and com- 
mandments of; men +;—to teach them all things 
whatfoever he had commanded, without. keeping 
back, making light of, or difpenfing with any of the 
leaft of his commandments ¢.. Now if Chrift has 
inftituted baptifm as a ftanding ordinance to the 
end of the world, if he had fufficient power and 
authority to do fo, and if neither angels nor men 
have any right to difpenfe with, or alter his inftitu- 
tions, then the baptifm of believers muft be of in- 
difpenfible obligation, and fo effentially neceflary 
to vifible church communion. 

II, The order in which baptifm ftands in the com- 
miffion, proves it to be an indifpenfible pre-requifite 
to church communion. It comes immediately after 
being made di/ciples by preaching the gofpel to them, 
and before they are taught t2 ob/erve all things what- 
foever Chrift hath commanded. The fupreme 
Lawgiver has exprefsly enjoined—firft, to muke di/- 


* Mat. xxviii, 20. + Chap. xv. 4, 5, 6. Col. ii 8. 
{ Mat.v.19. Acts xx. 20, 27. 
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ciples—then, immediately to baptize the difciples— 
Jaftly, to teach the baptized difciples to obfrve, keeps 
or obey his laws or inftitutions. It muft be admit- 
ted, that church-fellowfhip and the Lord’s Supper 
fall under the laft head; and if fo, then, according 
to the order of the commiffion, men can 10 more 
be admitted to church-fellowfhip or the Lord’s 
Supper before baptifm, than they can be admitted 
to baptifm before they are made difciples 

Ill. The apofties ftrily adhered to the order 
ftated in the commiflion, and never admitted any 
to church-fellowfhip till once they were baptized. 
On the day. of Pentecoft, Peter—firft preached the 
gofpel, and exhorted the convicted Jews to repent 
and be baptized in the name of Jefus Chrift for 
the remiffion of fins *—- Then they- that gladly 
received his word were baptized +?’—Laflly, the 
baptized difciples were adied to the church and ob- 
ferved all things whatfoever Chrift had commanded; 
for it follows, “ and the fame day there were added 
unto them about three thoufand fouls.» And they 
continued ftedfaftly in the apoftles’ doétrine, and 
fellowfhip, and in breaking of bread, and in 
prayers f.” Through the whole hiftory of the 
A&ts we find them obferving the fame order. They 
went about every where preaching the gofpel— 
thofe who believed it were immediately baptized— 
of fuch baptized believers only did they form 
churches—and to fuch churches did they deliver 
the ordinances to keep as they had received them 


of the Lord |}. 
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IV. This order is not accidental, but founded in 
the very nature of things. Baptifm is the fign of 
our {piritual birth, and entrance into the kingdom 
of God *; but church-fellowfhip and the Lord’s 
Supper reprefent us as already entered’ into his 
kingdom and feafting upon Chrift’s facrifice +. 
Now as we cannot in the nature of things have a 
place in the kingdom of God before we-enter it, 
nor feed upon Chrift till once we are born from 
above, and pofleffed of {piritual life ; fo, if there is 
any correfpondence in the figns to what they ref+ 
pectively fignify, we can with no. propriety be 
added to a vifible church, and partake of the Lord’s 
Supper, till once we receive baptifm, the fign of 
our regeneration and entrance into the kingdom of 
God. Whether, therefore, we confider the order of 
cur Lord’s commiflion—the praéice of his infpired 
apoftles in executing it—or the nature and tmport of 
the ordinances themfelves, it is clear, that baptifm 
mutt always precede admiffion to a church, or com- 
munion in the Lord’s Supper. 

You will perhaps make a diftin@tion between the 
inftitutions of Chrift and the terms of communion ; be- 
tween our obligation to obferve them our/fe/ves, and 
our right to urge them upon others who may defire 
fellowthip with us. But we can admit of no fuch 
diftin€tions ; for, 

1. The very nature of church-communion re- 
_ quires, that we fhould not only obferve Chrift’s in- 
ftitutions ourfelves, but alfo take heed that our 
brethren obferve them likewife. Chriftians feparat- 
ed from the world, and conneed together in a 
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church ftate agreeably to the word of God, have a 
peculiar relation to, and concern in each other. 
They are united together as members of one body, 
that they fhould have the fame care one for ano- 
ther *. The bond of their union is the truth, and 
mutual Jove for the truth’s fake, as perceiving it vi- 
fibly dwelling in each other +, by the confeflion of 
the mouth and obedience of the life. By this ap- 
pearance they know one another to be the proper 
objects of that love which Chrift has enjoined in 
his new commandment ¢ ; and without it they could 
not poflibly love one another for the truth’s fake, 
or be united in the bonds of the gofpel. They muft 
therefore be deeply interefted in one another’s prin- 
ciples and conduct. Accordingly, they are com- 
manded to exhort one another daily left any of them 
be hardened through the deceitfulnefs of fin |}; to 
look diligently left any man fail of the grace of 
God §, to warn them that are unruly 4, &’c. which 
implies, that they have a mutual charge one of ano- 
ther, and cannot fay, like Cain, ‘* Am I my bro- 
ther’s keeper ?”—The di/cipline which Chrift hath 
appointed in his houfe is ftrongly expreflive of the 
mutual concern they have in one another’s fenti- 
timents and practices **. It is intended to preferve 
purity of communion,and the exercife of brotherly 
love, by enforcing obedience to his laws, reclaim- 
ing tranfgreflors, and expelling impenitent and in- 
corrigible offenders. If Chrift has given fuch a 
power to his churches, they muit have an undoubt- 
ed right to exercife it, and be culpable in negle&t- 


“1 Cor. xit. 25. + 2 John; ver. 1,2. - ‘4 John xiit. 64, 35. 
¥ Heb. iii. 13. § Chap. xii. 15. q 1 Theff. v. 14. 
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ing it; and fo the whole church at Corinth are 
blamed for tolerating the inceftuous perfon *. If 
a fingle. private trefpafs, committed again{t a bro- 
ther, muft, without repentance, exclude from 
the communion, according to Mat. xviii. 17. by 
what rule are we to receive into our communion 
fuch as negle& or defpife a plain and public infti- 
tution of the Lord Jefus Chrift? This would be to 
affume a difpenfing power, to connive at their ne- 
glect, and to become partakers of their fin; nay, 
in many refpects we would be more guilty and in- 
confiftent than they. More gui/ty, as knowing more 
of the obligation, nature, and importance of baptifm 
than they are fuppofed to do.—More inconfiffent ; 
becaufe, according to our principles, we muit look 
upon them as entirely without baptifm ; whereas 
they either confider themfelves as baptized in in- 
fancy, or have no principle refpe€ting that ordinance 
at all, as we profefs to have. Chrift has committed 
his truths and ordinances to his churches to keep 
and hold faft till he come f, but not to difpenfe with 
in favour of any. We are therefore not only bound 
to obferve his inftitutions ourfelves as individuals, 
but to take heed that every member of the body 
with which we are conneéted obferve them alfo. 

2. We hold every inftitution of Chrift to bea 
term of communion; becaufe, fhould we avowed- 
ly difpenfe with any of them, we by offending in 
one point, are guilty of all {; i. e. we difregard 
the authority of Chrift in one ordinance, which is 
the fame in all, and fo muft be deficient in our 
regard toitin any. Hereby alfo we give up the 
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general principle upon which we can confiftently 
hold any of his inftitutions whatever as. 2 term of com- 
munion. Should one who is of the Quakers’ fenti- 
ments as to the Lord’s Supper, apply for admiflion, 
with what confiftency could we urge that ordinance 
upon him, after having difpenfed with his baptifm ? 
We could not fhew him from the word of God, 
that the Lord’s Supper was inftituted by a higher 
authority, is more important and indifpenfible in 
its nature, more facred in its figns, or fignificative of 
more valuable bleffings than baptifm is; and there- 
fore, to be confiftent with ourfelves, it behoved us 
to yield that ordinance alfo, and fo all.the reft 
which are founded folely upon Chrift’s authority. 
No feriptural reafon can be afligned for preferring 
the Lord’s Supper to Baptifm. To adopt the words 
of a fenfible writer on this fubjeét, “ When we 
confider how much more frequently baptifm is men- 
tioned in the New Teftament than the facred 
fupper; how often repenting and believing finners 
_ are exhorted, by the apoftles, to be baptized ; how 
foon that ordinance was adminiftered to Chriftian 
converts after they believed; what exhortations are 
given to profefling Chriftians on the ground 
of their being baptized; and when we refledt, 
that the Holy Spirit commends them that were 
baptized by John, as © juftifying God” while 
he j/everely cenfures others, as ‘ rejeCting the coun- 
fel of God againft themfelves *,; being not bap- 
tized of him +:’ I fay, thefe things confidered, 
it 1s amazing to obferve in what fmall eftimation 


* See Booth’s apology for the Baptifts, p. 136. 
t Luke vii. 29, $0. 
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baptifm is held by the generality of profeffors in 
comparifon of the Lord’s Supper; nay, the pofitive: 
contempt with which that divine ordinance is treat- 
ed by many, calling it 2 non-effential external rite, a 
circumfantial ceremony, a fhadow, a mere outward 
form, &c. But to think that fome profeffed Bap- 
- tifts themfelves fhould treat it in the fame profane 
manner, to juftify their novel fcheme of free com- 
munion, is really aftonifhing +. They may boaft 
of their pretended candour, generofity, liberality of 
fentiment,’and charity, in oppofition to bigotry and 
narrow-mindednefs ; but it does not appear, nor is 
true charity atte to admit, that fuch truly fear. 
God, regard his authority, or tremble at his: word, 
who can knowingly, deliberately, and from avowed: 
ptinciple, make light of any of his «acknowledged 
inftitutions, and sys a ik i er to’ difpenfe with 
them. SHILS Suis 
By making baptifin a term of communion, you 
fay, ** it becomes: an occafion of dividing the real, 
children of God.” We admit-the fa&, :but refute 
the blame... Werfreely admit; ‘that there are multi- 
tudes-of God’s dear children unenlightened as to 
baptifm; many of them have never attended to the 
fubjec&t ;. and others, through . thew influence. of. 
cuftom and. falfeinflruction, havé: ferioufly taken 
up» with infant-fprinkling in its {tead. It is alfo a 


.t Several Baptift congregations in England admit unbaptized 
perfons into their communion; and: fo are denominated freercom- 
munion Baptifis, “My-Booth, in his Apology, has fully expofed 
the abfurdity and inconfiflency of fuch-a heterogeneous com- 
munion, efpecially on ‘the part of the Baptifls; though I think Ne 
pays too great a compliment to their fcericy, ‘con/eiensiou/nc/s, and 


integrity. 
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fact, that whilft they se we continue in our pre- 
fent fentiments, we mutt remain divided as to 
vihble church communion. But the queftion is, 
Who are to blame; thofe who obferve and ftand to 
the fcripture rule, or they who do not comply with 
it? And whether fhould Chriftians unite in obferv- 
ing Chrift’s inftitutions, or in difpenfing with them? 
The very ftate of the queftion is a fufhcient an- 
{wer to fuch as hold the inftitutions of Chrift 
of indifpenfible obligation. We. are. grieved to 
think that fo many of the real children of God 
are living in the negle€t of the very firft ordi-. 
nance of the: gofpeks we endeavour to hold. it 
forth'to them confiftently by our example, doétrine, 
and feparate communion + we cordially invite them, 
to féllowfhip with us inthis, andiall the other in- 
{titutions of Chrift, according to the order in which 
he has placed them; and we earneltly pray to their 
Father and ours, that he would difpel their igno- 
rance, remove their prejudices, and fubje@ their 
confciences to this and every other part of his re- 
vealed will ; but while they remain in their prefent 
mind, we dare not meet them any nearer, nor ftep 
over the facred boundaries which Chrift hath mark- 
ed out in his word, in order to give them the right 
hand of fellowfhip. Indeed the great body of Pedo- 
_ baptifts themfelves a& upon this principle; for they 
will not receive any to communion with them inthe 


Lord’s fupper unlefs they confider them as having 
been baptized in fome way or. other. 


This, you will fay, is contrary to charity, Chitin 
forbearance, and the apoftolic exhortation to “ re- 
ceive one another as Chrift alfo hath received us. 
to the glory of God *.” Rom. xv. 7. 
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It is indeed very oppofite to that profane com- 
pliant charity fo much cried up in the profeffing 
“world, which has neither the word of God for its 
rule, nor the truth for. its obje& 5 which ‘efteems 
con{cientioufnefs in error equivalent to foundnefs 
in the faith, and legitimates a kind of Chriftianity 
which ftands independent of keeping the’ command- 
ments of God and the faith.of Jefus: But it is 
perfectly agreeable to ‘true charity ; which confifts 
‘in love to the truth, and to thofe who are of the 
truth for its fake, as perceiving it dwelling in them 
by its genuine effets. If we efteem all the com- 
mandments of the gofpel to be plain, important and 
indifpenfible; if we fee them to be effets of 
divine wifdom, benevolence, and love; if. we are 
perfuaded that mens intereft lies in obferving 
them, and that there is danger in neglecting them ; 
then regard to the Divine authority, love to the 
truth, and charity to men, require that we difpenfe 
with none of them. 

If by Chriftian forbearance you mean, an agree= 
ment to differ quietly about the commandments of 
Chrift, as not effential to church-communion, there 
is no fuch thing enjoined in the fcripture. It would 
be abfurd to fuppofe, that Chrift would give ordi- 
nances to his church, and at the fame time a command 
to difpenfe with any of them. The mutual bear- 
ing with each other infifted on, Rom. xiv. and xv. 
_ has no refpeé to any of the precepts of the’ gofpel, 
but tothe peculiarities of the Mofaic law refpecting 
meats and days. We are exhorted to forbear one 
another in love *; but this does not refpeét any 


*® Eph, iv 2. 
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fettled difference as to the common rule of our 
faith and obedience, but’a juft allowance for one 
another’s weakneffes and imperfeétions in coming 
fhort of the acknowledged rule, with the exercife of 
meeknefs, tendernefs, and long-fuffering towards 
each other in this imperfect ftate. Yo 
_\ ‘Phe exhortation,  Receive~ye one another as 
« Chrift alfo received us to the glory of God *,” 
does not fignify, that they fhould receive one ano- 
ther into church-fellowfhip difagreeing about the 
infiitutions of the go/pel, or that they fhould receive 
any into their communion without -bapts/m. The 
parties exhorted were believing Jews and Gentiles, 
who'-differed not about» baptifm, but about the 
peculiarities of Mofes’ law, as has been noticed. 
Chrift had received the Jew obferving that peculiar 
law, and indulged him in it for a time; he had 
alfo received the Gentile, who was never under 
that law, and now forbid to obferve any fuch 
thing ¢. In thefe peculiar circumftances, ‘they are 
exhorted to imitate the example of Chrift in recei- 
ving one another as he had received them both to 
the glory of God, without making any difference of 
Jew or Gentile. 


Iam, 
Sir, 
Your, sc. 


EpInBURGH, 1786. 


* Rom. xv. 7. 4 AGe xxi. a5. 1 Cor, vii. 18. 
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HAT there is but one God is the firft principle 
of all true religion. The {criptures uniformly 
and exprefsly declare, that there is but one only 
living and true God, befides whom there is no 
other, Neh. ix. 6. Ifa. xliii. 10,11. This funda- 
mental truth is emphatically proclaimed in the law, 
«© Hear, O Ifrael, the Lord our God is one Lord.” 
Deut. vi. 4. and Ifrael are ftri@ily forbidden to ac- 
knowledge or worfhip any other God befides him, 
Exod. xx. 3. Deut. vi. 13, 14. Jehovah himfelf 
‘repeatedly declares that he alone is God, and that 
in oppofition to the many imaginary gods of the 
Gentiles; ‘Is there a God befides me? yea, there 
is no God: I know not any.” Ifa. xliv. 8. «I am 
the Lord, and there is none elfe ; there is no God 
befides me,” chap. xlv. 5, 24. 

The fame infpired writings alfo reveal a p/urality 
in the one Godhead or Deity.. This feems to be 
intimated in the Old Teftament by the plural word 
E.Louim, which is a name given to the Creator of 
all things, Gen. i. throughout, and is connected 
with plural pronouns, fuch as, « Let us make man 
in OUR own image”, ver. 26. ‘ Behold the man is 
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become like one of wus,” chap. iii..22. “ Let us go 
down, and there confound. their language.” chap. 
xi. 6, 7. In the original many other plural names 
are given to the true God though tranflators have 
exprefled them in the fingular form. Thus in the 
Hebrew we have Holy ones, Prov. ix. 10. Creators, 
Eccl. xii. 1.-—Makers, Ifa. liv. 5.—Majffers, Mal. 
i. 6, &c. all. which intimate a plurality in the one 
Deity. But it is only in the New Teftament that 
we have a clear revelation of the number in this 
plurality. There we are informed that they are 
Three, and they are diftinguifhed and manifefted to 
us in the economy of redemption under the relative 
names. of FATHER, Worb, (or Son) and: Hory 
Sprrit, Mat. xxviii. 19. 1 John. v. 7; Whatever 
be the foundation of, thefe: relative names, they.un- 
avoidably convey to us the idea of three diftin@ 
fubGftents, and throughout: the whole of the. New 
'Teftament they are diftinguifhed by every. mode of 
fpeech by which we diftinguifh perfons among 
men; and as we have no fingle term better than 
the word per/on.to exprefs that diftin@tion, by, we 
may be allowed the ufe.of it, though it. may not in 
all refpeéts, apply to the diftinétion in Deity. As 
our ideas of perfonality originate in what. we know 
of human perfons, who, though pofleffed- of one 
common nature, fubfitt: /eparately and independently 
of each other, to conceive of the Divine ‘Three as 
exifting or fubfifting in this manner, feems not 
reconcileable with their unity, and; approaches to 
Tritheifm. 

That the Divine Three are one Jehovah is de- 
clared, Deut. vi. 4.-- Hear, Q-Ifrael; Jehovah our 
Elohim is.one Jehovah ;” which cannot mean that 
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Jehovah is one Jehovah, ‘but that Ifrael’s plural 
Elohim is one Jehovah ; and which is ftill plainer 
expreffed in 1- John v. 7. ‘ thefe ‘THREE are oNnE.” 
Agreeably tothis Jefus fays, “I and my Father are 
one,” John’x. 30. ‘It’is therefore clearly revealed 
that there “is both an unity and diftinétion in the 
Deity. The plural Elohim in the Old Teftament 
is expreffed in the New by the relative names of 
Father, Word ‘and Holy Spirit, and thefe three are 
declared to be one, 7. e. one Jehovah or Divine 
Being, as oppofed to the many falfe gods of the 
heathen. 

The unity and diftinion ‘ofthe Divine Three 
is a myftery which ‘infinitely tranfcends all our 
limited powers to‘comprehend. ‘If the works and 
ways of God are infcrutable by us, how much 
more mutt this be the cafe with’regard to the man- 
ner in which he himfelf'exifts. Confcious there- 
fore “of our own ignorance, it becomes us to cor- 
template ‘this fubjeét not only with modefty and 
humility, ‘but with ‘the moft ‘profound reverence 
and ‘godly fear, it being revealed ‘as a matter of 
faith, not ‘of curious inveftigation. When the 
glory of the Lord appeared ‘on mount Sinai, the 
people ‘were ftriftly charged “ left ‘they ‘break 
through unto the ‘Lord to gaze, and many of them 
perith,” ‘Exod. ‘xix. 21. And though we cannot 
now, like them, ‘tranfgrefs with our bodily fight ; 
yet by unhallowed ‘fpeculations we are'in danger 
of rafhly intruding into thofe things refpeCting the 
Deity ‘which he has not thought proper to reveal, 
and ‘which ‘it \is neither poffible nor profitable for 
us to know, at leaft in our prefent ftate. 

‘Men have, -with great pofitivity, attempted ‘to 
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explain what con/fitutes the diftin@tion among the 
‘eternal Three ; how that diftin@tion conf/ts with - 
their being one; and in what manner and order 
they fubfift in the Godhead: But they have in 
general bewildered themfelves and others, and 
darkened counfel by words without knowledge. 
Some have handled the, perfonal diftin€tion of the 
Divine Three in fuch a manner as to flide infenfibly 
into the doétrine of three Gods, though the fcrip- 
ture clearly declares there is butone. To avoid this, 
others have run into the oppofite extreme of deny- 
ing, or explaining away the revealed diftinCtion in 
the Godhead, though we are exprefsly told the 
Father, Word and Spirit are three. Many hold 
that there is an original inequality or fubordina- 
tion of nature among the Divine Three, at leaft 
with regard to the Son; though it is declared that 
he * thought it not robbery to be equal with God,” 
Phil, ii. 6. and that all men fhould honour him, 
even as they honour the Father,” John. v. 23. 
But others maintain the equality of the Divine 
‘Three as to nature, though not as to their perfons. 
This laft feems to be the moft generally received 

cpinion. They diftinguifh the Divine Three by 
what they call their perfonal properties, or rather 
by the different modes of their original. exiftence 
in the Godhead. Their dodtrine is, ‘ That God 
the Father is of none, neither begotten nor pro- 
ceeding : That the Son is eternally begotten of the 
Father; and that the Holy Ghoft is eternally pro- 
ceeding from the Father and the Son.” They ad- 
mit, indeed (at leaft fome of them,) that the Son 
and Spirit exift neceffarily and co-eternally with the 
Father, as light and heat are co-exiftent and co-eval 
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with the fun their fource; but they think that 
Jelf-exiflence is not effential to the divinity of their 
perfons, it being only a mode of exiftence peculiar 
to the Father, which, if afcribed to the Son and 
Holy Spirit, would convey the idea of sting felf-. 
exiftent Gods. 

I pretend not to know, far lefs to explain, the 
manner and order in which the adorable Divine 
Three fubfift in, and poffefs the divine nature. 
That they do poflefs it is clearly revealed; and 
as the divine nature is one, it muft be the fame 
in all the Three, and perfe&t in each; becaufe it 
admits not of degrees of perfection in iz/e/f, though 
it may in its manifeffation. Nor are we to imagine 
that the Godhead is divided, and that each of the 
Divine Three poffefs a part of it; for that is incon- 
fiftent with the real divinity of any of them; be- 
caufe that which is apperieet or partial cannot be 
God. 

Some who wifh to maintain the felf-exiftence of 
the Son, have attempted to reconcile it with his 
eternal generation, thus, ‘The Son hath no origi- 
nal of his, Deity: As God he hath nothing derived, 
but exifted of himfelf prior to his generation of 
the Father; butasa perfon in Deity, he derives 
his fubfiftence from the Father by an eternal and 
ineffable act of generation, whereby the fame in- 
dividual effence that the Father hath was com- 
municated to him; and, from his being thus eternal- 
ly begotten in his divine perfon, he is the Father’s 
preper Son.” 

Upon this I obfetvelni: That when: it de‘daid 
that “ the Son hath no original of his Deity,” 
nothing is affirmed of him as the Son at all, nor can. 
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any thing be‘underftood by it, but that the’ Deity 
hath no original, but exifted: prior to-a diftinGtion 
of perfons.—2. It-is faid that “as God he hath no- 
thing derived :” but I would afk, is the divine éffence 
nothing ? Is his: perfonal fubjfiftence-in’ that‘ effence 
nothing? Yet one is faid to be communicated to 
him, and the other begotten.— 3. It is faid that ** he 
exifted of himfelf prior to his generation ;”-but:-what 
conception can we ‘have of his exifting of himfelf 
in the: divine effence prior to that: generation by 
which it is faid to be communicated to him ?» Did 
he exift in that which: as yet “he had -not? And. 
what idea can we have of his exifting:at all without 
the effence, or ‘his ~perfonal fubfiftence in it ?—4. 
Laftly, He is faid to “ derive his perfonal: fubfif- 
tence from the Father by an-eternal act. of genera- 
tion,” and’ yet to “ exift of himfelf prior to:that 
generation.” Buta derived fubfiftence is imconfhf- 
tent with /e/fevifience; and if his generation was 
ftriQly eternal, it cuts out the idea of his’ prior felf- 
exiftence, for nothing can: be prior.to: what.has no 
beginning. ‘Such are the difficulties in which men 
involve themfelves in feeking tobe wifeabove what 
is written, ‘and in attempting to explain the diftinc- 
tion: of: the Divine “Three, with the’ manner sand 
order of their eternal exiftence in the Godhead. 
The word. of God reprefents the perfon of: the 
Father as fuitaining the Majesty of Deity, Heb. i. 
3. chap. will. «3. / And: though: it reprefents the 
Divine Three as co-operating in every work: pecu- 
liar to God, whether in creation, providence or-re- 
demption, (John:v..17, 19.chap. xiv. ro. Mat. xii. 
28.) yet it alfo intimates a certain order of opera- 


tiomamong.them. +All. things are faid to be {s§) of 
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or from God the: Father, ‘as the original fource and 
firft mover; °and to be (di) ty or‘ through Jefus 
Chrift,:as feconding the. Father’s defigns and bring- 
ing’ them into effeG, 2-Cor. v. 18. Eph. iii. 9. and 
alfo dy or through the. Spirit, 1 Cor. ii. 20. chap. vi. 
4. But whether this order of aéting arifes from 
any difference in the order:and manner of their fub- 
fiftence in the Godhead, or is purely economical 
and depending -on the divine will, is’a queftion to 
which,‘ I think, no mortal ought to'attempt a folu-. 
tion. . 

The real Godhead *of Chrift “has. been much dif. 
puted by many, ‘and their chief. arguments againft 
it are-drawn from the notion they. have of his Son- 
fhip, which they think is expreflive of the mode of 
his original exiftence, and fo confider him as :a 
generated “or derived Being. ~Confequently not 
poffeffed of the perfeCtions: peculiar to’ the Divine 
Being which are incommunicable, And itmuft be 
owned, that if he owes his original exi{tence to his 
being begotten or generated, it will not be eafy: to 
avoid the conclufion. » It may be: proper therefore 
to confider, — 

I, The fcripture pRoors of the. Divierry of 
Chrift. 

- II. What: is Seca revealed concerning his 
GENERATION.and SonsHIP- 

I. 'Anfwer fome of the principal. opjEcTIoNns. 


‘I.-As to the fcripture proors of Chrift’s Divinity 
‘they are numerous and plain. 

1.Every divine NAME is.given to him,-except- 
ing fuch as ferve to mark. the other two, perfonal 
diftin@ions. iHe is repeatedly:and-exprefsly. called 
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Gop. “ Make ftraight in the defert a high-way 
for our God.”—* Say unto the cities of Judah, 

Behold your God.” Ifa. xl. 3, 9. applied Mat. iii. 
3-— In the beginning was the Word—and the 

Word was God.” John i. 1. 6 God was mani- 

feft in the’ flefh,” 1 Tim. iii. 16. And that he is 

God in the ftriteft and moft proper fenfe, and not 

as angels and magiftrates are fo called, is evident 

from other epithets which are joined with it, fuch: 
as, “ the mighty God,” Ifa. ix. 6.—‘ the great _ 
God,” Tit. ii. 13.—* Over all, God bleffed for ever.” 
Rom. ix. 5.—* the only Lord God.” Jude, ver. 4. 
The incommunicable name JEHOVAH is given to 
him, ‘“ Prepare ye the way of Jehovah,” Ifa. xl. 3. 
applied Luke i. 76. chap. iii. 4.—* Jehovah our 
Righteoufnefs,” Jer. xxii, 6. See alfo Ifa. xlv. 
22—25- with 1 Cor.1i. 30. Phil. ii, 19. —“ Jehovah 
of Hofts.” Ifa. viii. 13, 14- with 1 Pet. ii. 7, 8. See 
alfo Ifa. vi. 5. with John xii. 41. The name JeHo- © 
vaH is declared to belong exclufively to the true 
God. ‘* Thou whofe name aLoneE is JEHovaH, 
art the Moft High over all the earth,” Pfal. lxxxiii. 
18. and as it is applied to Chrift, it proves him to 
be the true God. ' 

2. Every divine attribute or perfection which is 
effential to God is afcribed to him, as—(1-) Eternity; 
« Thus faith Jehovah; I am the firft, and I am the 

[laft, and befides me there is no God,” Ifa. xliv. 6. 
which Chrift applies to himfelf, «I am Alpha and 
Omega, the beginning and the ending.” Rev. i. 
8, 17. chap. xxii. 13.—** Whole goings forth have 

{been from of old, from the days of eternity.” 
Mic. v. 2.— In the beginning was the Word,” 

[John i. 1. And he is betore’ all things,” Col, i. 
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17—(2.) Unchangeablene/s ; ** Thou art the fame,” 
Heb. i- 12.— Jefus Chrift, the fame yefterday, 
and to-day, and for ever,” chap. xiii. 8.—(3-) Om- 
nipotence ;—* The Lord, which is, and which was, 
and which is to come, the Almighty.” Rev. i. 8. 
—(4.) Omnifcience ; “ We are fure that thou knoweft 
all things,” John xyi.‘30.—* Lord, thou knoweft all 
things,” chap. xxi. 17-— I am he who fearcheth 
the reins and hearts.” Rev. ii. 23.—(5.) Omni- 
prefence; * Where two or three are gathered to- 
gether in my name, there am I in the midft of 
them.” Mat. xviii. 20.—“ he that loveth me, fhall 
be loved of my Father, and I will love him, and 
will manifeft myfelf to him—we will come unto 
him, and make our abode with him.” John xiv. 
21, 23.—“ Lo I am with you alway, even unto the 
end of the world,’? Mat. xxviii. 20. 

3. Every work peculiar to God is afcribed to him. 
—(1) Creation : Jehovah claims this as his peculiar 
and exclufive work; “ I am Jehovah that maketh 
all things, that ftretcheth forth the heavens ALONE, 
that fpreadeth abroad the earth By MysELF.” Ifa. 
xliv. 24. But this work is afcribed to Chrift. * All 
things were made by him, and without him was 
not any thing made that was made.” John i. 3.— 
“‘ For by him were all things created that are in 
heaven, and that are in earth, vifible and invifible, 
whether they be thrones or dominions, or princi- 
palities, or powers; all things were created by him, 
and for him.” Col. i. 16. So that his eternal 
power and Godhead are clearly feen, being under- 
ftood by the things which are made, Rom. i. 19. 
—(2.) Upholding all things: “ By him all things 
confit.” Col. i, 17.—* Upholding all things by the 
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word-of his power.” “Heb.'i..3++(3-) Raifing-the 
dead is a work which God alone -can ‘perform, 
Rom. iv.-17. yet it is part of Chrift’s work. ‘ For 
as the Father raifeth up the dead and quickeneth 
them ; even fo the Son quickeneth whom he will.” 
John 'v.-21-—(4.) Judging the world is alfo afligned- 
tohim: “He fhall judge the quick and the dead 
at his appearing and his kingdom.” 2 Tim. tv. 1- 
Aédts'x. 42. But “God himfelf is judge,” Pfal.:1.-6. 
- -4. Divine ‘honour and religious ‘worfbip belong to 
him. All ‘judgment is ‘committed unto him’; 
“ that ‘allomen fhould honour -the Son, even as 
they honour ‘the Father,” John'v, 23. Chriftiaris 
are denominated “them that call upon the ‘name 
of Jefus Chrift,”-Ats:tx. 14, 21-'1 Cor.i. 22 We 
find ‘them *a€tually ‘doing fo, 2 Cor. xii. 8, .9. 
2 Thef. ii. 16, 17-:and commending their depart- 
ing fpirits into his hands, “Luke xxiii..42. Acts vii. 
49.—All ‘the angels “of God “are commanded to- 
worfhip him, :Pfal. xcvii..7. with Heb..i..6—The 
whole intelligent ‘creation ‘in heaven and:in earth 
owe him‘religious homage, and muft confefs that 
he is Lord, Ha. xlv. 22-25. »with Phil. ii.1g, ro, 
rr..and fo he is reprefénted as worfhipped in heaven 
in conjunction with the Father, Rey. .v. 8—14. 
Now, as it is written in the hw, “thou fhalt wor-. 
fhip the Lord thy God, and him onty fhalt thou 
ferve,”  Mat..iv..7. and as men:are condemned: for 
‘“‘ doing ‘fervice unto them which By NA:URE are 
no gods,” Gal. iv. 8. it follows, that Jefus\Chrift 
is the Lord our God; and that not merely dy office 
as now exalted, but dy nature, fince heiis the obje& 
of religious worfhip and divine ‘fervice,. which :be~ 
longs to God alone. 
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We have no other way to diftinguifh the true 
God from,his creatures, but: by. his exclufive titles, 
attributes, works.and worfhip, all which are applied 
to Chrift; and-ifithefe. do not fufficiently diftinguith 
him. from all-that: is not- God, then it muft follow, 
either that we have. no revelation as. yet: of the 
true God, or. that the feriptures, in applying the 
diftinguifhing characters. of: Deity. to Chrift, have a 
dire&e tendency, to, eftablith idolatry. We hall 
now. confidery. 


II, What. is. exprefsly. revealed concerning. his 
GENERATION and-SONSHIP. 

While-the {criptures. clearly eftablith the divinity 
of Chrift’s. perfon, or, that, he is. pofleffed: of. the 
divine. nature and. perfeétions. in, unity with, the 
Father, and,Spirit, they-alfo declare. him to be che 
Son of God, andthe: only Begotten of the Father, fee 
Mat. xvii. 5. John. i. 14. chap. iil. 16, 18. 1,John 
iy. 9. Thofe who.think he.is. termed the begotten 
Son in reference to. the origin of his divine perfon, 
or, to his. being originally. derived from.the Father 
by generation, will find it-very difficult, if, not.im- 
poflible, to reconcile this, with, his-perfonally pof- 
fefling the, very. fame Godhead or divine. nature 
with: the Father, Yet-Dr Owen afirms, “.That 
whatever, belongs unto.the. perfon of the Son, as 
the. perfon.of the Son, he receives it.all from the 
Father by, eternal generation—All the properties of 
the. divine nature are communicated unto him, 
‘together. with perfonality from the Father—Thus 
he receives, as his per/onality, fo all divine excellencies 
from the Father *.”. No man can fufpe&t Dr 

* Owen on the person of Christ, chap. vy. 
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Owen of having the leaft intention to favour Arian- 
ifm ; yet his words do not materially differ from 
thofe of Dr Clark, who fays, “ The Son is not felf- _ 
exiftent, but derives his deimg and all bis attributes 
from the Father as from the fupreme caufe *.” 
Arians indeed deny that the Son is poffeffed of the 
fame effence or divine nature with the Father ; 
but they feem to be more confiftent in this than — 
thofe who affirm, that the perfon of the Son is 
abfolutely eternal, and yet was originally generated ; 
or that fuch properties of the divine nature as are 
confefledly incommunicable were notwithftanding 
communicated to him. True, they fay his genera- 
tion is eternal; but we can have no idea of his 
generation without conceiving of it as an act or 
event which took place at /ome time, however long 
it might be before the creation of the world ; 
and if, to avoid this, it fhould be faid, that he was 
not begotten at any time, it is only faying in other 
words, that he ever was begotten, which con- 
tradicts the plain teftimony of fcripture. 

I have already obferved, that the word of God 
clearly reveals the eternity of his divine perfon, 
and afcribes to him the perfe€tions and works 
peculiar to God. It alfo declares him to be the 
Son of God, his only begotten Son: But it no 
where fays, that he was eternally begotten, that he 
is an eternal Son, or that his Sonfhip is eternal. 
Nor does it appear from the word of God, that 
the relations exprefled by the names Futher and 
Son are intended to teach us the manner and 
order of their eternal fubfiftence in the Godhead, 


* Clark’s Doctrine of the Trinity, 
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or that the paternity of the one, and the fonfhip of 
the other, are co-eval with, and effential to their 
perfonality. 

As we cannot poflibly know any thing of this 
fubje& but by revelation, we ought not to extend 
our enquiries or reafonings beyond what is exprefi- 
ly revealed. ‘The manner or order in which the 
eternal Divine Three fubfift in the Godhead is not 
revealed fo as to fall within our comprehenfion; 
but it is clearly revealed that the names Father and 
Son have a foundation in the economy of redemp- 
tion, and are expreflive of the mutual re/ation which 
thefe divine perfons bear to each other in that 

_economy, according to the ancient promife, © I 
will be his Farrer, and he fheli be my Son,” 
2 Sam. vii. 14. applied to Chrift, Heb. 1. 5. 

If this can be fhewn to Ve the cafe with regard 
to the name Son, it will alfo hold with refpe& to 
that of Father, for thefe relative titles imply each 
other. And, 

1. One of thefe divine perfons is called the Son 
of God, on account of his iacarnation, or aftumption 
of the human nature into perfonal union with his 
divine perfon. The angel declaring to the Virgin 
Mary, that fhe fhould conceive in her womb, and 
bring forth that glorious Perfon who fhould be 
called the Son of the Highe/?, defcribes his wonder- 
ful divine generation as follows: * The Holy 
Ghoft fhall come upon thee, and the power of 
the Higheft fhall overfhadow thee; THEREFORE 
alfo” (3 xal, AND THEREFORE,.or for this caw/c\ 
“ THAT HOLY THING which sHatt be born of 
thee, sHALL BE CALLED THE Son oF Gop,” Luke 
i. 31, 32, 35. Here we are not left to our own 

Aa 
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‘reafoning, or uncertain inferences. When the 
Scripture fo exprefsly, and of purpofe, gives us_ 
one reafon of his being called the Son of God, it 
does not become us to turn it off by any precon- 
ceived notions, or by analyzing and dividing his 
perfon ; but we fhould reft fimply in the divine 
teftimony. ‘To fay, that this is only giving a rea- 
fon for the fonfhip of his human nature, is not 
fenfe; for fonfhip does not apply to a nature, genus, 
or kind, but to a perfon or individual fubfiftent in a 
nature. Chrift is nota Auman perfon, that he fhould 
be called a Son as fuch; for this would make him 
to have two perfons, a divine and human. He has 
but one perfon which is divine; and which, on’ 
‘account of its perfonal union with his manhood, is 
here called the Son of God. It is furprizing to 
fee how men will fhift their ground to fupport a 
favourite point. Sometimes they will maintain 
that he is the Son of God only in bis divine perfon 
abftra&t from humanity; but when the Scripture, 
as in this place, gives a plain reafon why he is 
called the Son of God, then they flatly contradict 
themfelves, and apply the name Son of God /olely 
to his human nature. The queftion, however, 
comes fhortly to this, What was that holy thing 
which was born of the Virgin? Was it fimply a 
human nature, or a divine perfon incarnate? The 
{cripture anfwers this directly, and tells us, that 
the Son, which the Virgin conceived and brought 
forth, is Emmanuel (i. e. God with us), Ifa. vil. 14. 
with Mat. i. 23.—that the child born, and Son_ 
given is the Mighty God, Ha. ix. 6. even the Saviour 
Chrift the Lord, Luke ii. 11.. It was in this con- 
ception and birth, that the /Vord was made fleth, 
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or took upon him the feed of Abraham, John i. 14: 
Heb. ii. 16. and fo that holy thing born of her was 
no lefs a perfon than God manifeft in the flefh; 
¥ Tim. iil. 16. Now, if fuch was the perfon born, 
then this paflage gives the reafon not merely why 
the human nature alone, but why his whole perfon, 
now conftituted of both natures, is called the Son 
of God. 

To enter into a curious difquifition on the gene- 
ration of this divine perfon, I confider as highly 
profane: but the feripture hath left us at no lofs 
as to the thing itfelf, and hath expreffed it in fuch 
language, as is moft proper for our conception of 
it. In the above paflage, the Holy Ghoilt is faid 
to come upon the Virgin, and the power of the 
Higheft to overfhadow hers; and as the effect of 
this, fhe is faid to be “ with child of the Holy 
Ghoft,” Mat. i. 18. and that © that which is 
(yen) begotten * in her is of the Holy Ghoft,” 
ver. 20. This fhews-us how he is the only begotten 
of the Father in a fenfe peculiar to himfelf; and 
this is that new thing which God promifed to 
ereate in the earth, Jer. xxxi. 22. for never was a 
perfon fo conftituted or fo begotten before, nor ever 
will be. 

If we view this as only a miraculous conception 
of his human nature, we perceive not the chief 
glory of this great myftery of godlinefs, viz. the 
conftitution of the perfon of Emmanuel by the 
union of the’ divine and human natures. In pro- 
ducing this, the joint agency of the Divine Three 


* Tevwoew fignifies to beget, not conceive. A woman’s conceiving 
is. exprefled by other words, fuch as ev yaso ex, Mat. i, 18.-—~ 
noirny tc, Rom. ix. 10—cvrArAaebavw, Luke i, 24, 31, 36. 
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was exerted—-The Holy Goff comes upon the 
‘“Virgin—The power of the Highe/t overfhadows 
her; and fo Chrift is called the Son of the Higheft, 
ver, 32. by which we are to underftand the Fathers 
for Chrift addreffing the Father, fays, ‘* A body 
haft thou prepared me,” Heb. x. 5.—Laftly, the 
eternal Word (ex:Aapoasras:) taketh upon him, or 
taketh hold of that human body and foul thus pre- 
pared for him as his own proper foul and body, fo 
that it became sim/elf, Heb. ii, 16. and the refult 
is, that the perfon thus conftituted is the only be- 
gotten Son of God. Though the eternal and un- 
changeable Word did not hereby ceafe to be what 
he was before, yet we are warranted to fay, that 
he became what he was not before, for he was 
hereby made flea, in which he difplayed his glory, 
the glory as of the only begotten of the Father, John 
i, 14- Thus it was that God’s Son was made of a 
woman, Gal. iv. 4.—ade of the feed of David 
according to the flefh, Rom. i. 4, and this is the 
plain Scripture account of the generation of the 
Son of God; from which it appears, that his fon- 
fhip lies neither in his diyine nor human nature, 
feparately confidered, but in the union of both in 
his one perfon; and fo the begetting of him as a 
Son, muft be the conftituting of that union. 

2. Chrift is alfo called the Son of God on account 
of his being egatten from the dead, and conftituted heir 
of all things, having all power in heaven and in earth 
vefted in him, Rev. i. 5. Heb. i. 2. Mat. xxviii. 18. 

In the covenant of royalty which God made with 
David, he promifed, “I will fet up thy feed after 
thee, which fhall proceed out of thy bowels—I 
will be his FatHer, and he fhall be my Son,” 
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2 Sam. vii. 12, 13, 14. This promife literally re* 
{pected Solomon in the firft inftance, for to him 
Davia exprefsly applies it, 1 Chron. xxii. 9, 10. 
chap. xxviii. §, 6. But in what fenfe could Solo- 
mon be the fon of God? For underftanding this 
let it be obferved, that God was the King of Ifrael 
in a fpecial and peculiar fenfe, the government 
being a Theocracy, and he made Solomon his fon 
and heir by exalting him to fit on the ‘ throne of 
“the kingdom of Jehovah over Ifrael,” 1 Chron. 
xxviii. 5. and by fupporting him in it, ver. 7. In_ 
this fenfe, he made him his “ firft-born higher than 
the kings of the earth,” Pfal. Ixxxix. 27. giving 
him, as fuch, the excellency of dignity, and the ex- 
cellency of power, Gen. xlix. 3. Now this foninip 
of Solomon was a type of the Sonihip of Chrift as 
raifed from the dead, and exalted to his heavenly 
throne, and fo ferves to illutirate it. For Chrift is 
that notable Seed of David whom this promife ulti- 
mately refpected, as is clear from the fucceeding 
prophecies which refer to it, Ifa. ix. 6, 7. chap. xie- 
¥—r.1. chap. ly. 3, 4: and from the direct applica- 
tion of it to Jefus in the New Teftament,; Heb. i. 5. 
Now this view of Chrift’s fonthip imports two 
things :. 

(1.) His being begotten from the dead. So David 
(as Peter informs-us) underitood God’s “ oath to 
him, that of the fruit of his loins according to the 
flefh, he would raise up Chrift to fit on his thrones; 
he feeing this before, fpake of the REsURRECTION 
of Chrift, that his foul was not lett in hades, 
neither his flefh did fee corruption.” Comp. Pfal. . 
exxxil. 11. and xvi. Fo. with Adis ii. 30,31. Paub. 
alfo declares, that God, in Raisine UP Jesus AGAINy.. 
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hath falhied the promife made unto the fathers, - 


and particularly what is written in Pfal. ii. 7. > 


“Thou art my Son, this day have I BEGOTTEN! 
thee,” Acts xiii. 32, 33. which fhews, that he is, 
God’s BEGOTTEN Son in refpeG of his refurreCtion. 
‘To this event he alfo applies the promife in Ifa. lv. 3. ' 
which refers to the covenant made with David; 
“‘ As concerning that he kAIseD HIM UP FROM THE. 
DEAD, Now no more to return to corruption, he faid 
on this wife, I will give you the (s# som) fure 
mercies of David,” ver, 34. ‘To the fame purpofe 
he likewife cites Pfal. xvi. ro. ‘ Wherefore he 
faith alfo in another pfalm, Thou fhalt not fuffer 
thine (+o érvev) holy One to fee corruption,” ver. 35+ 
From all which it is evident, that Chrift is the BE- 
GOTTEN Son oF Gop in refpe& of his refurfe€tion 
from the dead to an immortal life; and in this re- 
{pect he is “ the beginning of the creation of God,” 
Rev. ili. 14. or the First-Born of all the children 
of God, as they are the children of the refurrection, 
Luke xx. 36. who alfo are waiting for this adop- 
tion or fonthip, to wit, the redemption of their 
body, Rom. viii. 23. 

(2.) The other thing imported in oes view of 
Chrift’s fonfhip is, the /upreme dominion and, power 
to which he is exalted in confequence of his refur- 


ye€tion, as God’s firft-born Son and heir of alk 


things, Heb. i. 2... To this his death and refurrec-. 
tion were a neceflary introduction; ‘ For to this 
end Chrift both pinp, and kosE, and revived, that 
he might be Lorp both of the dead and living,” 
Rom. xiv. g. We have noticed that God promifed 
to David to fet up his feed after him, and_to efta- 

lifh the throne of his kingdom for ever, 2 Sam. 
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vii. 12, 13. This promife was renewed long after 
David and Solomon’s days, Ifa. ix. 6, 7. and is ap- 
plied to Jefus by the angel when foretelling his births 
“© He fhall be great, and fhall be called the Son or 
THs Hicguesr; and the Lord God fhall give unto 
him the throne of his father David; and he fhali 
reign over the houfe of Jacob for ever, and of his 
kingdom there fhall be no end,” Luke i. 32, 33. 
Here we fee that his being called the Son oF THE 
HicuHeEsr imports not only his incarnation (as we 
have already obferved upon verfe 35.), but alfo his 
greatne/s and deminton, as his Father’s heir in that 
kingdom which was typified by the kingdom of 
David. So alfo in Pfal. ii. he is declared to be 
God’s Son whom he hath BEGoTTEN, ver. 7. not 
merely in raifing him from the dead, but alfo in ex- 
alting him ta the kingdom, and granting him the inheri- 
tance as his heir, ver. 6, 7. and thus the promife to 
Dayid was fully accomplifhed, “I will be his Fa- 
ther, and he fhall be my Son, 2 Sam. vii. 14. 
Accordingly, the apoftle adduces both thefe texts 
to prove that Chrift is exalted far above angels in 
his rifen and glorified ftate, as the Father’s royal 
Son and heir; his .words are—‘¢ when he had by 
himfelf purged our fins, he fat down on the right 
hand of the Majefty on high ; being made fo much 
better than the angels, as he hath By INHERITANCE 
OBTAINED a.more excellent name than they. For 
unto which,of the angels faid he at any time, Thou 
art My Son, this day have | BeGorren thee? And 
again, I will be to him a Faruer, and he fhall be 
to. me.a Son,” Heb. i. 3, 4, 5. He alfo cites the 
_ firft.of thefe. paflages to prove Chrift’s appointment 
to. the priefthood, “So alfo, Chrift glorified not 
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himfelf to be made an high prieft ; but he that faid 
unto him, Thou art my Son, to-day have I begotten 
thee,” Heb. v. 5. If Chrift’s fonfhip did not infer 
his priefthood, this text would be nothing to the 
purpofe; but as the priefthood, as well as. inheri- 
tance, belonged originally, by right of primogeni+ 
ture, to the firft-born, and as the Levites, by a 
fpecial law, were only fubftitutional priefts, inftead 
of all the firit-born males among the children of 
Hrael, (Num. iit. 41, 45.) fo God’s declaring Jefus: 
to be his BecorreN Son, his Fir/-born from the 
dead, (Col. i: 18. Heb. i. 6.) was in effedt to de-: 
clare him high prieft in his glorified ftate, after the 
power of an endlefs life; and fo is equivalent to 
what “ he faith alfo in another place, “Thou art a 
prieft for ever after the order of Melchifedec,” 
ver. 6. with Pfal. cx. 4.. In this fenfe, therefore,. 
Chriit is the Son of God by that very fame difpen-- 
fation whereby he was conftituted firft-born and. 
heir of all things, or made king and high prieft. 

. The amount of the whole is this, That Chrift is 
the Son of God as the Word made flefh—das the’ 
firft-born from the dead—and as the Father’s heir. 
in the kingdom and inheritance. 


II. Having thus briefly ftated what I take to be~ 
the feripture view of the generation and fonfhip of. 
Chrift, I proceed to confirm it a little farther from 
the Scriptures, by which alone we know any thing 
about it. And, 

1. All the paffages of the Old Teftament which. 
tefpe& him as a Son, fpeak of him as incarnate, oF: 
with reference to his being fo. The very firft pro. . 
mife holds him forth as the /eed of the woman, Gen.. 
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ili. 1§. which is explained, Gal. iy. 4. To Abra- 
ham he is promifed as Ais feed, Gen. xxii. 18. which 
is explained and applied, Gal. iii. Heb. ii. 14—18. 
Jacob prophecies of him as the Shiloh, who fhould 
come of the tribe of Judah, and have the dominion, 
Gen. xlix. 10.3; and fo the apoftle tells us that our 
Lord /prung of the tribe of Judah, Heb. vii. 14. 
which refpe&s his incarnation. To David he is 
promifed as his hed and royal heir, 2 Sam. vii. 
12——17. Pfal. Ixxxix. 3, 4, 26—38. Pfal. cxxxii. 11. 
which is explained and applied, Luke i. 32, 69. 
Acts il. 30. chap. xiii. 23. This promife or oath 
made to David is much infifted on by the prophets, 
who always fpeak of him as conne€ted with huma- 
nity. In Ifaiah vii. 14. he is promifed as Immanuel 
(God with us), and the fame verfe fhews that this 
name belongs to him as a Son conceived and born of 
a Virgin; fee alfo Mat. 1. 23. We are told, Ifa. ix. 
6, 7. that his name fhall be called the Mighty God; 
but we are alfo informed, that this was to be one 
of the titles of the child born and Son given, and we 
fee this promife applied to him as fuch, Luke i. 31, 
32, 33- chap. ii. rr. In Jer. xxiii. 5, 6. it is pro- 
mifed that he fhould be called Jehovah our Righ- 
teoufnefs ; but this title is given to him as a Righ- 
teous Branch raifed unto David. In Micah vy. 6. it 
is declared that his goings forth have been of old, 
from the days of eternity; but this is affirmed of 
him who fhould be born at Bethlehem Ephratah, as 
explained, Mat. ii. 6. 

The highett ¢it/es and names given him in the Old 
Teftament, fuch as Jenovan, Gop, Lorn, Ge. 
are applied to him as connected with human nature. 


Thus Pfal. xlv. 6, 7. “ Thy throne, O God, is 
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for ever and ever,” €5'c. refpeéts him as raifed from 
the dead, exalted at the Father’s right hand, and 
anointed with the oil of joy above his fellows, Heb. 
i. 8.—In Pfal. xcvii. 5, 7. he is called Febovah, the 
Lord of the whole earth, and all the gods are com- 
manded to worfhip him; but this is applied to him 
as God’s firft begotten brought again into the world, 
Heb. i. 6.—In Pfal. cx. 1. David im Spirit calls 
him his Lord; but this refers to his refurreCtion 
and exaltation at the Father’s right hand, Aéts 11. 
34, 35-—In Ifa. xl. throughout, the grandeft and 
moft lofty defcriptions are given of him as Jehovah, 
the God of Ifrael; but then we are at the fame 
time directed to behold this perfon as pointed out 
by John the Baptifl, “ crying in the wildernefs, 
Prepare ye the way of Fehovab, make ftraight in 
the defert an highway for our God,” ver. 3. with 
Mat. iii. 3. for John’s miflion was to make mani- 
feft to Hrael this God incarnate, John i. 31.—In 
Zech, xiii. 7. he is called Febovah’s fellow; but 
withal, the man, the fhepherd that was to be 
Jmitten, which applies to him* only in fleth, as ex- 
plained, Mat. xxvi. 31. In fhort, Peter tells us, 
that the main fcope of the prophecies, was to tefti- 
fy before-hand the /uferings of Chrift, and the glory: 
that fhould follow, 1 Pet. i. 11. The former he en- 
dured in this world, while tabernacling amongft 
us; the latter he obtained in confequence of his 
refurreCtion. What has been obferved of the pro- 
phecies might likewife be fhewn of the types which 
prefigured him, all of which referred to him as 
made flefh ; but I with to avoid prolixity. Thefe 
hints, however, may ferve to fhew, that whilft the 
Old Feftament revelation declares him to be-the 
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Moft High God, it at the fame time direéts the 
faith of the ancient faints forward to his appearing 
in flefh, and it does not appear that it ever repre- 
fents him asa Son in any other view. It was in 
this view that they faw his day afar off and rejoi- 
ced, and, dying in the faith of him as yet te come, 
confefled him to be all their defire and all their 
falvation. 

Several texts, however, are adduced from the 
Old Teftament to prove him a begotten Son from 
eternity. I fhall juft take notice of thofe upon 
which the chief ftrefs is laid. 

Pfal. ii. 7. I will declare the decree, the Lord 
hath faid unto me, Thou art my Son, this day 
have I begotten thee.” But the apoftles explain 
this Pfalm as a prophecy of Chrift’s fufferings, 
Acts iv. 25—29. his refurrection, chap. xiii. 33. 
and his following glory and dominion, Heb. i. 4, 5. 
chap. v. 5. fo that the only queftion that remains 
is this, Whether the apoftles or the modern inter- 
preters are moft to be credited? It is abfurd to 
explain the expreflion zhis day to fignify from 
eternity; afenfe which it never bears in any wri- 
tings either facred or profane. 

Proy. viii. 22—32- is alfo brought to prove 
Chriit’s eternal generation as a Son, and that he 
was not only fore-ordained to, but actually invefted 
with the office of Mediator.in eternity, and, as fuch, 
made the worlds. But it does not appear that by 
Wifdom here is meant the perfon of Chrift at all. 
No other part of {cripture applies this paflage to 
him; nor is he ever held forth as a female perfon- 
age, though his church, which is his fpoufe, is 
{fpoken of as fuch—Wifdom is here plainly per- 
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fonified, or fpoken of as a perfon, and that both as 
it exifts in God himfelf, and as it is communicated 
to men. As it refpe€ts men, it is explained by 
fynonimous words, fuch as underftanding, knowledge, 
prudence, the fear of the Lord, &c. chap. it. 3. and 
Vili. 12, 14. and ix. ro. which fhews that it is 
not a real, but figurative perfon. She is reprefented 
as a female calling to the fons of men to hear and 
obey her inftructions, ver. r—11. This fhe urges 
by many motives, but chiefly by her original dignity, 
as an effential perfection of Jehoyah.—“ The Lord 
poffeffed me in the beginning of his way,” 7. ¢. 
Jehovah poffeffed wifdom etermally as he does all 
his other perfeCtions.—“I was fet ap from ever- 
lafting,” viz. as the planner and dire€tor of his 
eternal counfels.—“* When there were no depths, 
I was: brought forth ;” not into being, but into ex- 
ercife or action, in contriving and forming the 
divine fchemes with regard to all his future works. 
— Then was I by him as one brought up with 
him ;” being co-eternal and co-exiftent with him, 
and an effential property of his nature.—‘* And I 
was daily his delight ;” for as he delighteth im the 
exercife of his own mercy and loving-kindnefs, 
(Jer. ix. 24. Mic. vii. 18.) fo doth he rejoice in the 
exercife of his wifdom, in eontriving and conduét- 
ing the execution of his gracious plans,—* Rejoi- 
cing always before him} rejoicing in the habitable 
part of his earth, and my delights were with the 
fons of men.” Here Wifdom is faid to rejoice, 
even as Mercy is faid to rejoice, Jam. ii. 13. and 
her delights were in a peculiar manner with the 
fons of men, as in their falvation fhe was to be 
magnified ; for therein the manifold wifdom of 
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God is difplayed both to angels and men, Eph. 
ili. 10. But though we were to apply all thefe 
things to the perfon of Chrift, it will by no means 
prove the point contended for. He is not here 
fpoken of as a Son, and fhould we explain the 
bringing forth, of his being brought into being ot 
exiftence, we give up the eternity of his perfon. 
Prov. xxx. 4. is likewife pleaded as a proof of 
his being a Son before he came in the flefh; the 
words are, “ Who hath afcended up into heaven, 
or defcended ? Who hath gathered the wind in his 
fifts ? Who hath bound the waters in a garment 
Who hath eftablifhed all the ends of the earth? 
What is his name, and what is his son’s name, if 
thou canft tell?” Here it is fuppofed that thefe 
queftions are affirmative of the wifdom and power 
of God, whofe Son is here mentioned; but this is 
a miftake. ‘Thefe queftions relate to men, and 
imply a ftrong denial that any man can do thefe 
things. In the foregoing verfes Agur confeffes his 
own ignorance, and in this verfe he declares that 
neither he nor any man elfe can either perform or 
explain the works of God; “ What is his name, 
or what is his fon’s name ?” 7. e. What is the man’s 
name who hath done or can do thefe things? or 
what is the name of his fon ? Negative interroga- ~ 
tories of this kind are frequent in Scripture. {£ 
fhall quote a paflage perfectly fimilar, Ifa. xl. 12, 
13, 14. “ Who hath meafured the waters in the 
hollow of his hand? and meted out heaven with 
the {fpan, and comprehended the duft of the earth 
in a meafure, and weighed the mountains in fcales, 
and the hills in a balance? Who hath direéted the 
Spirit of the Lord, or being his counfellor hath 
Bb 
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taught him ? of whom-took he counfel, and who 
inftructed him, and taught him in the path of judg- 
ment, and taught him knowledge, and fhewed to 
him the way of underftanding ?” Thefe queftions 
deny in the ftrongeft terms that any creature ever 
did or can do fuch things. If any fhould affirm » 
the contrary, let him tell the perfon’s name or 
his fon’s name, if he can. But God and his Son 
can do all thefe things, therefore no fuch queftions 
can be put with refpe& to them. 

Ezek. xxi. 10. “ The. {word is fharpened to 
make a fore flaughter, it is furbifhed that it may 
glitter: fhould we then make mirth? it contemn- 
eth the rod of my fon, as every tree.” Some 
bring this as a proof that Chrift. was a Son before 
his incarnation. But by his /on is meant his people, 
fee Exod. iv. 22, 24. Jer. xxxi-.20. Hof. xi. 41. 
A rod fometimes fignifies power, ftrength and 
government, Pfal. xxiii. 4. and cx. 2. Jer. xlviii. 17, 
and at other times the inftrument of punifhment, 
2 Sam. vii. 14. Job ix. 34. If we keep by the text, 
«© Tt contemneth the rod of my fon,” it means that 
the {word of the enemy would overcome all his 
people’s power of refiftance. But if we adopt the 
marginal rendering, * It is the rod of my fon,” 
then it fignifies, that the {word fhould be the in- 
ftiument to chaftife his fon or people; for it is 
plainly a prophecy of the flaughter of the Jews by 
the fword of the Chaldeans. 

Dan. iti. 25. Lo, I fee four men loofe, walk- 
ing in the midft of the fire, and they have no 
hurt, and the form of ‘the fourth is like the Son of 
God.” This is ‘alfo adduced ‘as an inftance of his 
being aSon abflract from humanity. But it would 
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be ftrange if we were to reft our faith on the 
teftimony of a heathen king, who was then com- 
pelling men to idolatry, and who a little while after 
was driven from among men for his pride and con- 
tempt of the true God. To fuppofe that he knew 
the Son of God—that he knew him to be fuch, 
abfirad from humanity, and yet called him a man’ 
whofe form was dike the Son of God, (or a Son of 
God, as it may be rendered)—and further, that he 
fhould afterwards call this fame man, in form like’ 
the Son, an angel fent by God, as if he knew that: 
the Son who is equal with God, was alfo his 
fervant or meffenger: Thefe fuppofitions are fo 
unnatural and unfupported by the whole hiftory, 
that they are altogether inadmiffible. It is far 
more probable, that by the fourth man in form /ike 
the Son of God, he meant an angel, as he expref- 
fes it, ver. 28. and that if he intended a divine 
perfon, it was only according to the heathen my- 
thology where he might find plenty of begotten 
gods, which were confidered as fubordinate divini- 
ties, and as coming down in the Itkenefs of men. as 
the Lycaonians thought Paul and Barnabas were, 
Adts xiv. 11. For it is evident from the paflage, 
that Nebuchadnezzar when he fpoke thefe words, 
was not converted from idolatry, though he was 
forced to acknowledge the fuperior power of the God © 
of Ifrael. But let us, for argument’s fake, fuppofe, 
that he knew the doétrine of the Divine Three; 
then he muft alfo have known, that the fourth man 
who appeared in form like the 5on of ¢ 

not then a real man, but fimply a divin Lert, 
and, as fuch, equally invifible as the athe: i 
Godhead, and that therefore this vilible torm o: « 
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man, was affumed as a prelude of his future inear+ 
nation. If we can fuppofe him to have known 
this (which can fcarcely be believed) then we may 
eafily account for his faying, that the form of the 
fourth was Jike the Son of God, it being like him 
in his incarnate and glorified ftate. Commentators 
eonjeCture that the divine Word often appeared of 
old in the form of a glorious man, as a prelude of 
his really affuming man’s nature; if this be true, 
the name Son, which belongs to him as incarnate, 
might in that view be applied to him. Upon the 
whole, it is clear, that Chrift is never fpoken of as 
a Son in the Old Teftament, but in reference to 
his incarnate ftate. : 

_ 2. In the New Teftament he is held forth as 
actually come in the flefh, and is never mentioned 
as aSon but in reference to this. In John i, 1, 2, 3. 
he is declared to be the Word which in the begin- 
ning was with God (viz. the Father) as a diftma& 
perfon from him, and who was God of the fame 
nature or effence with him; and we fee the crea- 
tion of all things is afcribed to him; but it is only 
when this eternal Word was made fle/b, that he is 
called the only begotten of the Father, ver. 14 —I 
have already fhewn from Luke i. 35. that his in- 
carnation and birth, whereby he was made flefh, is 
exprefsly given as a rea/on for his being called the 
Son of God, and that not only in one of his natures, 
but in his whole perfon now contftituted of both. 
All the fubfequent gofpel teftimonies borne of him 
as the Son of God, refpect his complex perfon. 

John the Baptift faw and bare record, that 6 This — 
is the Son of God,” John i. 34.but this he affirms 
ef him whom he baptized, on whom he faw the 
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Spiri¢ defcend, ver. 33. and whom he points out as 
the Lamb of God hate taketh away the fin of the 
world, ver. 29. 

The Father declares once and again, ‘ This is 
amy beloved Son in whom I am well pleafed,” Mat. 
iii. 17. chap. xvii. §. but this declaration was made 
- of that perfon who was baptized in Jordan, and 
afterwards transfigured on mount Tabor. 

Jefus himfelf teftifies that he is the Son of God, 
John x, 36. but who is it that teftifies this. Even 
he who really was, and appeared to the Jews a 
man, but who at the fame time could fay, “ I and 
my Father are one,” ver. 30. This is he, who having... 
been fan@ified and fent into the world, declares 
himfelf to be the Son of God. In this Gofpel of 
John we have many of our Lord’s difcourfes to the 
Jews, wherein he affirms many things refpecting 
himfelf as the Son of God, and which, if reftrict- 
ed to one of his natures, feparately confidered, 
would be quite inexplicable. He tells them that 
the Son worketh the works of the Father, chap. 
v. 07. that he raifeth the dead, ver. 21, 25. and is 
the Judge of the world, ver. 22, 27.—that the 
fame divine honour belongs to him, that is given 
to the Father, ver. 23. and, in one word, that he 
and the Father are one, chap. x. 30. Had he been 
lefs than the true God, their charge of blafphemy 
would have been juft; for furely by fuch expref- 
fions he called himfelf God’s Son, in fuch a fenfe 
as 10 make himfelf equal with God, chap. v. 18. 
or, being a man, he made himfelf (alfo) God, chap. 
x. 33.—-Yet, on the other hand, he tells them, 
that the Son can do nothing of himfelf, chap. v. 
19, 30.—-that the Father theweth him all things, 
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ver. 20.—that the doétrine was not his, but the 
Father’s that fent him, chap. vii. 16.—that he told 
them the truth which he heard of God, and which 
the Father had taught him, chap. viii. 28, 40.— 
that he ‘knew not the day and hour of the judg- 
ment, Mark xiil. 32.—that he lives by the Father, 
even as his people live by him, John vi. 57. and, 
in fhort, that the Father is greater than he, chap. 
xiv. 28. Now, we can no more apply fuch things 
to him abftraét from humanity, than we can apply 
hungering, wearinefs, dying, and rifing to him in 
that light; yet thefe things, as well as the former, 
are predicated or afirmed of him as the Son, and 
can only be reconciled by confidering him, as fuch, 
to be man as well as God. It will not folve the 
difficulty to fay, he is inferior to the Father in 
refpect of office as mediator; for though that be a 
truth 5 yet the queftion is, Who is the mediator, 
or the perfon that fuftains that office? Is he not 
God’s Son, Heb. vii. 28. the man Chrift Jefus, 
1 Tim. ii. 5. We cannot think that his office 
deprives him of any knowledge his Father hath— 
that he lives officially by the Father—or that men 
live fo by him; but we can eafily conceive that the 
Son, as man, was not omnifcient; that his know- 
ledge, in this refpe&t, was communicated, as well 
as his life, from the Father, and that in this fenfe, 
as well as in refpe&t of his office, his Father was 
greater than he. 

His refurre€tion from the dead declared him to 
be the Son of God, Rom. i. 4. but he did not rife 
from the dead as a perfon abftract from humanity 3 
and if we abftract his fonfhip from that which died 
and rofe again, then the refurrection would be no 
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proof of his being the Son of God, as, in that cafe; 
it would not be the Son that rofe; but the apoftle 
exprefsly tells us, that the perfon who rofe was 
God’s Son, Jefus Chrift our Lord, ver. 3. Of this 
perfon who rofe the Father fays, “ Thou art my 
Son, this day have I begotten thee,” Pfal. ii. 7. with 
Ads xili. 33. and this begotten Son from the dead 
is God’s holy child Fefus, whom God hath anointed; 
according to the apoftolic explication of the 2d 
Pflalm, Acts iv. 25 —29. 

The apoftles proclaimed that Jefus Chrift is the 
Son of God, Acts ix. 20. and is not this plainly 
to affirm, that Fefus the Son of Mary, and Chri/f 
the anointed prophet, prieft and king, is he ?—The 
fame obfervation may be made on the confeffions 
of faith which we meet with in Scripture. Peter, 
in anfwer to the queftion, “ Whom fay ye that I 
am?” fays, “ Thou art Chrift, the Son of the 
living God,” Mat. xvi. 16. He could not mean 
by this that he was a Son only as God ; for he gives 
this appellation to that perfon who here calls him- 
felf the Son of man, ver. 13. and of whom fome faid, 
that he was John the Baptift, fome Elias, others Je- 
remias, or one of the prophets, ver. 14. even that 
perfon who put the queftion, and to whom he is 
fpeaking, and therefore he muft have included his 
humanity in that defignation.—Jefus afks the man 
whom he had cured of blindnefs, ** Doft thou be- 
lieve on the Son of God?” He anfwered and faid, 
«© Who is he, Lord, that I might believe on him?” 
This furely was a proper queftion, and the anfwer 
mutt be-every way fuitable, for it is given by the 
Lord himfelf to dire€& the man’s faith to its proper 
objet. And Jefus faid unto him, Thou haft 
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both /een him, and it is he that talketh with thee? 
John ix. 35, 36, 37- but the perfon he faz, and that 
talked with him, was the Word made flefh, and fo 
rauft have been the Son of God in that refpect,. 
otherwife the man’s queftion about the Son of God 
was not properly anfwered, and he muft have been 
mifled as to the object of his faith and worthip; for 
he faid, “ Lord, I believe: and he worfhipped 
him,” ver. 38. The eunuch’s confeflion runs thus, 
‘¢ | believe that Jefus Chrift is the Son of God,” 
A&ts viii. 37. By the Son of God he could not mean 
his divine perfon, abftra€tly confidered; for this 
confeffion is made of Fe/us of Nazareth, the Chrift, 
or anointed prophet, prieft and king, even of that 
perfon whom Philip preached to him from Ifa. lin. 
as led like a fheep to the flaughter, &c. ver. 32, 
33. Thus I might go over the whole New Tefta- 
ment. Z 

3. The fame things that are faid of him as the 
Son of God are alfo affirmed of him as Fe/us Chri/t. 
It is plain that the name Fe/ws belongs to him only 
as made flefh, for it was given to him in confequence 
of his being born of the Virgin, Mat. i. 21, 25. 
The Chrif, as I have already hinted, fignifies his 
being anointed to, and invefted with his mediatory 
offices of prophet, prieft and king, and fo muft re- 
fpe&t him as incarnate ; for, as prophet, God raifed 
him up of the Jewith drethren, like unto Mofes, 
Acts iil, 22.—As prief “ it behoved him in all 
things to be made like unio his brethren,’ Heb. ii. 
17. and he was made prieft *¢ by the word of the 
oath which was fiance the law,” chap. vii. 28. which 
oath “ difannulled the commandment going before” 
concerning the Aaronical priefthood, ver. 17, 18.--As: 
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king, he muft, according to God’s oath, be raifed up 
of the fruit of David’s loins to fit on his throne, 
Pfal. cxxxii. 18. Acts ii. 30. Luke i. 32. So that 
it is demonftrably evident, that the name Fe/us 
Chrift applies to him properly only as he is God- 
man. Now nothing can be fhewn to prove him a 
Son before he came in the flefh, but what, by the 
fame rule of reafoning, will alfo prove him to have 
been Fe/us Chrif before that period, which yet, as 
I have juft noticed, cannot be fo underftood.—Is 
creation afcribed to the Son, Col. i. 13, 16. Heb. i. 
2.? It is alfo afcribed to Fefus Chrift ;—“ who 
created all things by Jefus Chrift,” Eph. iii. 9. 
yet he is Jefus Chrift only as made flefh.—Is the 
Son faid to be fent, John iii. 17, Acts iii. 26. Gal, 
iv. 4. 1 John iv. 9, 10, 14? Fefus Chrift is alfo 
faid to be fent ;— and Jefus Chrift whom thou haft 
fent,” John xvii. 3. Is the Sow faid to come ints 
the world, John xvi. 28. 1 John v. 20.? The fame 
is affirmed of Fe/us Chri? ; “ Jefus Chrift came in- 
to the world to fave finners,” 1 Tim. i. 15. and 
this expreffion of coming inte the world, is applied 
even unto men, John 1. g. Mat. xvi. 11, 12.— 
Does he fay, he came down from heaven, John vi. 38.? 
He fays the fame of himfelf as the Son of man. 
‘© No man hath afcended up to heaven, but he that 
came down from heaven, even the Son of man 
who is in heaven,” chap. iii. 13.—Is it faid of the 
Son that he was manifeffed, 1 John iii. 8. even as he 
is called God mantfef in the flefh, 1 Tim. iil. 16. ? 
The fame is affirmed of him as the Chri? ; “ ye are 
redeemed with the precious blood of Chrift—who 
was manifeft in thefe laft times for you,” 1 Pet. i. 
19, 20. the fame thing is aflirmed of him, Heb. ix. 
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26. and fo will no more prove him a Son in his pre- 
vious non-manifefted ftate, as fome fpeak, than it will 
prove him then to have been the CArist.—Had the 
Son a glory with the Father before the world was, 
John xvii. 5.? In like manner it is faid of Fe/us 
Christ, that * he was rich,” 2 Cor. viii. 9.—that 
being in the form of God, he thought it not rob- 
bery to be equal with God,” Philip: ti. 5, 6.—F 
might multiply inftances of this kind, but this fpe- 
cimen may ferve to fhew, that fuch expreffions will 
no more infer that he was a Son before he came in 
the flefh, than they will infer that he was Fe/us Christ 
or the Son of man before that time. They in general 
imply the pre-exiftence of his divine perfon; but do 
not prove that he pre-exifted as a Som. All fuch 
arguments are therefore fallacious and inconclufive. 
They are founded upon a mifconftru€tion of a very 
common way of {peaking, whereby we ufe the name, 
office or relation which a perfonat prefent fuftains, 
to denominate hitn in every period, as well before as 
after he obtained it. Chirift is eternal, but not as 
the Chrift; the Son of man is eternal, but not as 
the Son of man; Emmanuel is eternel, but not as 
Emmanuel; even fo the Son of God is eternal in 
his divine perfon, but it does not follow that he is 
fo as a Son. 

4. It is only as incarnate that he is held forth in 
the Scriptures, as the foundation of all our faith, 
hope, and everlaiting falvation. It is as made flefh 
that he became our Emmanuel, our brother, ran- 
fomer and kinfman Redeemer. It is as fuch that ~ 
he is our prophet, prieft and king. It isas fuch that 
he lived for us, died for us, rofe for us, and was 
glorified for us; and it is with the belief of him ia 
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this view, that falvation is conneéted. It is this 
view of him that gives relief to the guilty confcience, 
and prefents him, both in his perfon and offices, as 
a fuitable and every way qualified Saviour, anfwer- 
able to the miferable condition of guilty finners. 
The declaration that.he is the Son of God, is the very 
-fum of the gofpel or glad tidings; but how could 
this be glad tidings to guilty men, if it imported 
only his being a divine perfon abftra&t from huma- 
nity? This name might, in that cafe, convey to us 
the idea of the holy, juft and mighty God, but not 
of the Saviour; we could not difcover a peculiar 
{uitablenefs in the conftitution of his perfon to be 
our reprefentative, more than in that of the Father 
or Holy Ghoft, nor could .we fee any other rela- 
tion we have to him, but what we have to an abfo- 
lute God. I appeal to the experience of all thofe 
who have been relieved by the gofpel, whether their 
‘relief came from an abftraét view of Chrift’s eternal 
Sonthip, or from a difcovery of him as God mani- 
feft in the flefh, dying for their fins, and rifing 
again for their juttification. Will they not all with 
one voice declare, 


‘Till God in human flefh I fee, 
My thoughts no comfort find ; 

The holy, juft, and facred ‘Three 
Are terrors to my mind. 


But when Emmanuel’s face appears, 
My hope, my joy begins; 

His name forbids my flavith fears, 
His grace removes my fins. 
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Whilft Jews on their own law rely, 
And Greeks of wifdom boaft, 

I love th’ Incarnate Myftery, 
And there I fix my truft. 


III. I come now, in the laft place, to anfwer fome 
of the principal objections to the foregoing view of 
Chrift’s Sonfhip. 

O4j. 1. If the names Father, Son and Holy Ghoft, 
are not expreflive of a re/ation effential to the eternal 
fubfiftence of thefe divine perfons, how can they re 
veal a Trinity of perfons, or three eternal divine 
fubfiftents in the one Godhead ? 

Anf. Thefe names reveal three diftin€ and eter- 
nal perfons in the Godhead, becaufe they are per- 
jonal names, and cannot properly be applied but to 
perfons. The relations they exprefs are not indeed 
effential to perfonality; for a perfon ray exift with- 
out being either a father or a fon *; but perfonality 
is effential to thefe relations, for none can be a fa- 
ther or fon without being a perfon. Now, when to 
this perfunality we add, that every divine title, per- 
fection and work is afcribed to each of them fe- 
verally, we have a full and clear revelation that they 
are three eternal divine perfons. To illuftrate this ; 
the name Creator is relative to creation, and not 
expreflive of any thing effential to the being of God; 
for God exifted from eternity independent of all his 
works; yet this title as effe€tually reveals the true 
God as any of his eflential attributes, becaufe crea- 


* This is evident, for the Holy Ghoft is neither a- father nor 
a for, Angels are alfo perfons, though they are neither fatZers nor 
fons in relation to each other. 
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tion, though not eféntial, is yet peculiar to God 
for none can create, but he who is pofleffed of eter- 
nal power and Godhead, Rom. i. 20. 

Obj. 2. If the Son did not derive his original ex- 
iftence from the Father by generation, nor the Holy 
Spirit by proceflion, then they muft be three co-ordi- 
nate perfons, equally felf-exiftent, unoriginated 
and independent, and fo muft be three Gods. 

Anf. This objection fuppofes that the unity of the 
Divine Three as one God depends upon an original 
difference and inequality in the manner and order 
of their fubfiftence; and that, unlefs one of them 
be felf-exiftent and unoriginated, and the other 
two derived and dependent, they muft be three 
Gods. Yet one would think that the very oppofite 
fuppofition would be more reafondble, and that no 
effential difference or inequality can belong to the 
unity of the Divine Three. Itis from this fuppofed 
original inequality that the Arians argue againft the 
Divine Three being “ one God, the fame in fub- 
{tance, equal in power and glory,” and maintain, 
that one perfon alone is the true and eternal God, 
and that the other two, being originally derived, 
are only fubordinate and inferior Gods. If any 
thing which implies an original inequality among 
the Divine Three be once admitted, I freely own 
that I cannot fee how the Arians can be fatisfying- 
ly refuted. For my own part, I know not where- 
in the unity of the Divine Three as one God con- 
fifts, if it be not in their equally poffefling: one 
Godhead with all its effential perfe@tions, among 
which abfolute eternity and neceffary exiftence 
muft be included. To this it has been objected, 
That three human perfons, though they partake of 
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one nature with all its properties, can in no refpeét 
be termed one human being. ‘True; but this only — 
fhews that the Divine Being exifts in a way pecu- 
far.to himfelf, and that the union of the Divine 
Three in the Godhead is infinitely more intimate 
and clofe than that which fubfift among created 
perfons whether angelic or human. 

Ob}. 3. When two of the divine Perfons are deno- 
minated in Scripture by their relative titles of Fu- 
ther and Son, in reference to any thing before the 
commencement of time, it is a proof that they ex- 
ifted in the relation of Father and Son not only be- 
fore the incarnation, but from eternity. 

Anf. This objection at firft fight appears plaufible, 
but will not bear examination. J have already both 
anticipated and anfwered it, (fee p. 296—298). It 
cannot be fhewn that the fcripture affirms any thing 
of Chrift before the commencement of time under 
his filial title of S22, which it does not alfo affirm of 
him under his official title tae Chrif#; and there- 
fore, if fuch things prove him to be an eternal Son, 
they will equally prove him to have been the Christ 
or Mefiah from all eternity, It is faid of the Son, 
that he is before all things—that he had glory with. 
the Father before the world was—that all things” 
“were made by him—that he came down from 
heaven—that he was fent into the world, °c. Col. 
4.19. John xvii, §. Col. i. 6. Heb. i. 2. John vi, 
38. chap. iii, 37, But all thefe things are alfo 
afirmed of him under his title te Christ or the Son 
ef man, fuch as, that he is the fame yetterday, to- 
day, and for ever—that he exifted in the form of 
God—that all things were created by him—that 
the Son of man come down from heaven—that he 
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was fent, and came into the world, 9c. Heb. Kili. 
8. Philp. ii. 5, 6. Eph. iii. 9. John ili. 13. ch. xvii. 
3-1 Tim. 1.15. Butas none of thefe things prove 
that he was adtually the Christ or the Son of man 
before the world, or even before his incarnation, 
much lefs from all eternity; fo neither can they 
prove that he was actually the Son of God before 
he came in the flefh. They indeed prove the eter= 
_nal pre-exiftence of his divine perfon; but not that 
he eternally exifted as a Son. 

Nothing is more common than to denominate a 
-perfon by his prefent title, office or relation, when 
fpeaking of him in reference to a period previous to 
his poffefling it. So God is faid to have “ created 

call things by Fe/us Christ ;” here his divine perfon, 
as the Creator of all things, is denominated by his 
official title the Christ, though that belonged to him 
only as come in the flefh. The fame obfervation. 
will apply to his filial title of Son. The reafon for 
this is plain and obvious; he was actually the Son 
and the Chrift when thefe things were fpoken or 
written of him; he was beft known or diftinguifhed 
under the New Teftament by thefe titles, and there- 
fore it was moft natural and proper that he fhould 
be denominated by them, even when {peaking of 
him in his pre-exiftent ftate. Hereby alfo circum- 
locutions, and the frequent change of terms are 
avoided, which might confufe our minds as to the 
identity of his divine perfon which is the fame 
efterday, to-day, and for ever. i 
Obj. 4. If Chrift were called the Son of God on 
account of his incarnation, then he would be the 


Son of the Holy Ghoft to whofe agency his incar~ 
C.c2 ; 
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nation is chiefly afcribed, and therefore in this fenfe 
he could not be the only begotten of the Father. 

Anf. That Chrift is called the Son of God on ace 
count of his incarnation admits of no doubt; for 
the angel exprefsly informs the Virgin, that the’ 
Holy Ghoft fhould come upon her, and the power 
of the Higheft fhould overfhadow her; and this he 
afigns not only as the cau/e of her conceiving with- 
out knowing a man, but alfo as a reafon why the holy 
thing to be born of her fhould be called the Son of 
God. Luke. i. 35. 

I have already fhewn, that sermon a jointagency 
of the Divine Three in the incarnation of Chrift. 
(p. 280.) The Scriptures never reprefent the Father 
as acting feparate from or without his Spirit, nor 
the Spirit as aéting feparate from or without the 
Father. So that though it is faid that the Holy Ghoft 
came upon the Virgin, and that fhe was found with 
child of the Holy Ghoft, Lukei. 35. Mat.i. 18, 20, 
yet this does not exclude the agency of the Father ; 
for this wonderful generation was effected by. the 
power of the Hicuest, ver. 35. and fo Chrift was 
to be called the Son of the HIGHEST, ver. 32. that is, 
of the Father, and not the Son of the Holy Ghoft, 
Accordingly, Chrift addrefling his Father fays, 
“A body haft thou prepared me.” Heb. x. 5. 
which fhews the Father’s agency in his generation. 
Again, his refurrection from the dead is another 
Aenfe in which he is faid to be begotten, Rev. i. 5. 
Col. 1. 18, and though he is faid to be “ quickened 
by the Spirit,” 1 Pet. iii. 18. and to concur in this 
himfelf, by taking his life again, and raifing up the 
temple of his body in three days, John x. 17, 18. 
chap. ii, rg. yet this hegetting is afcribed to the 
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Father, Rom. vi. 4. Gal. i. 1. Eph. i. 19, 20. and 
in reference to it the Father faid unto him, « Thou 
art my Son, this day have I srGorten thee.” Acts 
xili, 33. So that Chrift, both in refpe& of his in- 
carnation and refurrection, is the Son of the Higheft, 
the only begotten of the Father. 

Obj. 5. The words of the angel to the Virgin, 
ver. 35. are not intended to give a reafon why Chrift 
was to be called the Son of God, but to relieve her 
mind from a difficulty which fhe had ftarted in the 
preceding verfe: ‘* How fhall this be, feeing I 
know not a man?” ‘The angel’s words therefore 
are no more than an an{wer to this queftion. 

_ Anf. It is evident that the angel’s words contain. 
more than a folution of that difficulty; for the words, 
“The Holy Ghoft fhall come upon thee, and the 
power of the Higheft fhall overfhadow thee,” are 
a complete anfwer to that queftion, and the addi- 
tional words are no anfwer to it at all; for it 
could not folve the Virgin’s difficulty as to her 
conceiving without knowing a man, to tell her, that 
the holy thing to be born of her fhould be calied 
the Son of God. But if we look back to ver.-31, 
32) 33- we fhall find, that he had told her not only 
that fhe fhould * conceive inher womb and bring 
forth a Son,” but alfo that he fhall be great, and 
fhall be called the Son of the Higheft,—and fhalt 
reign over the houfe of Jacob for ever ;” and there- 
fore he not only afhgns the power of the Highest as 
the caufe of her conceiving without knowing a man, 
but alfo afligns it as a reafon why the holy child, 
thus conceived, fhoukd be called the Son of God, or 
the Son of the mane as he ns juft before a 
her, vers 32... 2°: ae f 
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Oj. 6. The words (0 xs) therefore alfo, do not 
refer to the power of the Highef in his incarnation 
as the cau/e or reafon of his being the Son of God, 
but only of his being ca//ed the Son of God, that is, 
of his being owned and acknowledged as fuch by 
his people. 

Anf, But why fhould his people cal or ackaow- 
fedge him the Son of God in confeguence or on account 
of his incarnation, if there was not the leaft con- 
nection between his incarnation and fonthip ? If 
his fonfhip had no foundation in his incarnation, 
why fhould he therefore, or for that reafon, be call- 
ed the Son of God? To be called the Son of God 
is to be really his Son; for he is fo called, not enly 
by his people, but by the Father himfelf, and that 
becaufe he hath begotten him, Heb. i. 5. 

Obj. 7. VE Chrift be a Son only as connected 
with humanity, wherein confiits the diftinCtion be- 
tween his being aSon and a seRvANrT, as ftated 
by the apofile, Heb. iii. 5. “* Mofes verily was 
faithful in all his houfe as a /ervant—But Chrift as 
a Son over his own houfe,” fe. Was not his 
affumption of humanity a taking: upon him the 
form ofa fervant, Phihp. it. 7. ? 

“nf. Vf this obje€tion means any thing -at all, it 
rauft be this, that Chrift is not a Son over his own 
houfe as Emmanuel, but only as God abfiraét from 
his manhood ; but the contrary is evident from the 
paflage cited. Indeed, in regard of his ftate in 
this- world, he became poor, took upon him the 
form of a -fervant, humbled himfelf, and became 
ededient unto the death of the crofs; and thus, 
though he were a Son (or God manifeft m the 
fiefh, and heir of all things), yet learned he obedience 
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by the things which he fuffered, Heb. v. 8.—But 
the defign of the apoftle in chap. iii. is not to fet 
forth Chrift in his humbled ftate of a /ervant, but 
- in his glorified and exalted ftate of a Son; for 
though he was a Son in both ftates, yet in his 
humiliation he did not appear in that form of filial 
dignity and dominion which belonged to him; he 
differed nothing in ftate and appearance from a 
fervant, though he was Lord of all. But having 
finifhed his work of obedience unto death, and 
being raifed from the dead, and exalted to the 
Father’s right hand, then he appears in the proper 
majefty, glory, and authority of God’s Son, his 
firft-born, having the excellency of dignity andthe 
excellency of power, as fupreme Lord and heir of 
all things. It is in this view the apoftle contrafts 
him with Mofes in three particulars—1/?, Mofes was 
but-a part of God’s houfe or building; but Chrift 
is the du:/der of the houfe, ver. 3.—2d, Mofes was 
merely a man; but Chrift who built all things is 
God, ver. 4.—3d, Mofes was faithful only as a /er- 
vant in God’s typical houfe; but Chrift as a Son 
over his own houfe, ver. 5, 6. It is evident that 
the contraft of /ervant and Son here, is not fimply 
a contraft of zature, fuch as of the human and 
divine, for that is the fecond difference, but it is a 
contraft of dignity and /fation in the houfe or church 
of God. Mbofes had his ftation as a SERVANT in 
the houfe of God; but Chrift as a Son over it, he 
having the fupreme dominion over God’s houfe as 
Lord and heir of all. In the fame fenfe /ervant 
and /on are contrafted, Gal. iv. 1. Now Chrift, as 
he is raifed from the dead, and made head over al} 
things to his church, is a Son over it as God-man: 
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Thefe obfervations alfo explain, how the one per- 
fon of the Son was “ made for a little while Lwer 
than the angels (3) by the fuffering of death,” 
Heb. ii. 9. and hew the fame perfon “ was made 
fo much better than they,” being exalted above 
them, and they commanded to worfhip him, Heb. 
i. 4—10. In all fuch feeming difficulties, we muft 
call to mind his two different ftates, and alfo the 
two different natures which conftitute his one 
perfon. 

O}j. 8. Does not this {cheme confound his fou 
fhip with his office, and make him the Son only as 
he is the Chrift ? With what propriety then can it 
be affirmed of Jefus the Chrift that he is the Son 
of God? Is not this like faying, that Chrift is the 
Chrift, or that the Son of God is the Son of God ? 

Anf, Though the names Chrif? and Son of God 
point out one and the fame fer/on, and are therefore 
fometimes ufed indifferently, yet they do not in all 
refpects mean the fame thing in that perfon. The 
Chrift imports his being the ansinted king and 
prieft ; but Son of God farther imports the divine 
dignity of Ins perfon as the Word made fleth, his 
Jiial relation to the Father as his only begotten, and 
his right to the inheritance, kingdom and priefthood 
as God’s firft-bérn and heir. ‘There is therefore no 
impropriety of fpeech in the gofpel declaration, 
that Jefus Chrift is the Son of God. 

Obj. 9. If he is the Son of God only as in- 
earnate, wherein lies the diftin€tion between this 
and his being the Son of man ? 

Anf. The name Sen of Gad imports eat he is 
truly God, and Son of man that he is really man; 
but as Son-of man does not mean that he is only a 
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man, fo neither does Son of Ged imply that he is 
only God. Under the appellation Son of man, he 
fpeaks of himfelf as having come down from heaven, 
and in heaven while on earth, John iii, 13.—as 
having power to forgive fins, Mat. ix. 6.—to raife 
the dead and judge the world, Mat. xxv. 31, 32. 
John v. 27. therefore this name muft include more 
than his human nature. Again, fpeaking of him- 
felf under the appellation Son of God, he declares 
he can do nothing of himfelf, John v. 19. and that 
the Father is greater than he, chap. xiv. 28. there- 
fore the name Son of God, muft include more than 
his divine nature, The truth is, thefe names are 
ufed indifferently to denominate the ane perfon of 
Emmanuel, and not to give usa feparate or abftra& 
view of his natures and their peculiar a€tings, this 
being eafily known from the nature of the a€tions 
themfelves. In his perfon we find God perform- 
ing the a€tions of a man, and a man performing 
the actions, and exercifing and difplaying the per- 
fe€tions of God ; for though he is poflefied of two 
diftin: natures, yet fuch is their union in him, 
that they make but one Se/f; fo that if we abftraa& 
or feparate them, we lofe the perfon of the Son ; 
it is no more himfelf. ‘ : 

O37. 10. But does not this blend and confound 
the divine and human natures, which oguht always 
to be diftinguifhed ? 

Anf. By no means: The divine nature is not 
made human, nor the human nature divine, nor is 
there a mixt nature compounded of both; but in 
the one perfon of the Son of God they are fo unit- 
ed, as that it can with propriety be faid, that the 
child born is the Mighty God, that the man is God's 


310 ON THE DIVINITY 


‘ 


fellow, that the Son of man came down from heaven; 
and, on the other hand, that God purchafed the 
church with his owa blood, that God laid down his 
life for us. Many think fuch exprefhons are very 
liable to be mifunderftood, and out of their zeal 
for the honour of his divine perfon, carefully 
abftraét it from every thing human, by which they 
are led to deny, that the child born, who fhed his 
blood and laid down his life, was the Mighty God: 
Why ? Becaufe God could not be born, could not 
lay down his life, nor had he any blood to fhed ; 
and therefore fuch things can om/y be affirmed of 
him merely as man. Thus they divide him into 
two diftin@ agents, and prefent us with a mere 
man, or rather human nature, as redeeming the 
church. For the fame reafon, when they confider 
him as the object of religious worfhip, they abftra@ 
his manhood, in order to avoid idolatry, though 
the angels and redeemed company worfhip him as 
the Lamb that was flain. The Scriptures, however, 
’ do not thus divide Chrift: they never ufe fuch 
diftinGions as to tell us, that this he did only as 
God and that he did only as man; but prefent us 
with one and the fame perfon making the worlds, 
born of a virgin, by Aim/e/f purging our fins with 
his own blood, raifed from the dead, and exalted 
to the higheft dominion and glory, as the obje& of 
the worfhip and adoration of men and angels. Se 
that by whatever name he is denominated, or what- 
ever work is afcribed to him, it is Aim/e/f, his own 
one individual perfon that is-heid forth in all. 

Oj. 11. The Father’s giving his only begotten 
Son is always held forth in Scripture as the higheft 
expreflion or effect of his love to men, and that on 
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‘account of the relation in which he ftands to him, 
and the infinite paternal love he bears him, as being 
his own proper Son: but if he is not his natural, 
effential and eternal Son in Godhead, the relation 
cannot be fo near and endearing, nor the expreffion 
of love fo great in giving him. 

Anf. This is a very bold affertion. It implies 
that the relation and union of the eternal Three in 
the one Godhead is not fo near‘and endearing as 
that of father and fon. Further, the objeCtion im- 
plies, that the Word as made fleth is not of fuch 
dignity, nor fo near and dear to the Father as if he 
had been begotten by him in his divine perfon from 
eternity ; elfe why may not the gift of him be as 
great an expreffion of love in the former as in the 
latter cafe? But that we may not follow our own 
imaginations, let us attend to the paflages which 
fet forth the greatnefs of God’s love by the gift of 
his Son, and fee whether the Son given was fuch 
abftract from humanity, or as the Word made fleth. 
The firft I fhall mention is John iii. 16. ‘ God fo 
loved the world, that he gave his only begotten 
Son, that whofoever believeth in him might not 
perith, but have everlafting life.” Was not the 
-perfon who fpoke thefe words the Son given? Was 
he not the Word made flefh, the only begotten of 
the Father, John i, 14.2? Was he not given when 
he was born to us in the city of David as our 
Saviour Jefus Chrift the Lord, Luke ii. 11. and 
was he not alfo given and delivered for us when he 
was lifted up as Mofes lifted up the ferpent in the 
wildernefs, as he fhews in this very paflage, John 
iii. 14, 15.? and is not the everlafting life here 
mentioned connected with our believing on him as 
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come in the flefh, delivered for our offences, and 
raifed again for our juftification? 1 John iv. 2. 
Rom. iv. 24, 25. Another paflage is Rom. viii. 32: 
sé He that fpared not his own Son, but delivered 
him up for us all, how fhall he not with him alfo ~ 
freely give us all things.” Here the argument 
fuppofes that the perfon delivered up is of more 
worth than ws all, and than all things given along 
with him, and therefore muft be a divine perfon of 
infinite dignity. But this perfon called God’s own 
Son, whom he /pared not but delivered up, is no other 
than his * holy child Jefus, againft whom Herod, 
Pontius Pilate, with the Gentiles, and the people 
of Ifrael were gathered together, for to do whatfo- 
ever God’s hand and counfel had determined before 
to be done,” Acts iv. 27, 28. If he were only a man 
where would be the argument in the text? how 
would it follow that with him alfo God muft ne- 
ceffarily give us alt things ? If he were only God; 
how in this fenfe did his Father sot /pare, but de- 
liver him up? or how could men crucify him as 
fuch ? 1 Cor. ii. 8. Both his natures, then, muft 
be included in the name God’s own Son. A third 
text is, Rom. v. 8. “ God commendeth his love 
towards us, in that whilft we were yet finners 
Chrift died for us.” Here the Son of God is des 
nominated by his official charaCter the CAri/?, where- 
in he partook of our nature, as I have fhewn; yet, 
as the Chriff, his death (and as /uch only he could 
die) is fet forth as the higheft inftance of God’s 
love, and that whereby he commends it towards us. 
T fhall juft mention another paflage, viz. 1 John 
iii. 16. “ Hereby perceive we the love of God, 
becaufe he laid down his life for us.” Here he is 
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declared to be God; but before we can perceive 
this expreffion of his love in laying down his life, 
we muft view him alfo as man, and that too in one 
perfon ; for it was God’s own life that was laid down 
for us; it was God’s own blood by which he pur- 


chafed his church; it was by him/e/f he purged 
our fins. 


Edinburgh, 1777. 
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CHRIST’s RESURRECTION. 


HERE is not a more important fact recorded: 

in the Gofpel hiftory than the RESURRECTION: 

of Jefus Chrift from the dead. The apoftle Paul 
admits that the truth of the whole gofpel fyftem 
ftands or falls with it: « If Chrift be not rifen, 
then is our preaching vain, and. your faith is alfo 
vain: yea, and we are found falfe witnefles of — 
God, becaufe we have teftified of God, that he 
raifed up Chrift, whom he raifed not up, if fo be 
that the dead rife not.—And if Chrift be not raifed, 
your faith is vain, ye are yet in your fins. Then 
they alfo who are fallen afleep in Chriftare perifhed.” 
1 Cor. xv. 14—19. Juftifying. faith is defcribed 
not only as a belief that Chrift was delivered for 
our offences, but that he was ratfed again for our 
juftification, Rom. iv. 25 —a believing in the 
heart that God hath raifed him from the dead, 
chap. x.9. The Chriftian hope of.the heavenly 
inheritance refts alfo upon this foundation, for 
God, according to his abundant mercy, hath be- 
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gotten us again to a lively hope by the refurree- 
tion of Jefus Chrift from the dead, 1 Pet. i. 3. 
Seeing then that fo.much depends upon the truth | 
of this article of the Chriftian faith, it can never 
be unfeafonable to confider the evidence on which 
it is eftablifhed. 


I. The refurre€tion of the Meffiah was the /ud- 
get of Old Teftament prophecies. _ Dayid, {peaking in 
the perfon of the Mefliah, fays, “ Thou wilt not 
fuffer thine holy One to fee corruption. ‘Thou 
wilt fhew me the path of life; in thy prefence is 
fulnefs of joy, at thy right hand there are pleafures 
for evermore.” Pfal. xvi. 10, 11. See how the 
apoftles Peter and Paul explain and apply this pro- 
phecy, Acts ii. 25-32. chap. xiii. 35-——38. In 
ver. 33, 34- Paul adduces other two prophecies 
of the refurrection of Chrift, One is from Pfal. 
ij. 7. “ Thou art my Son, this day have I begotten 
thee.” The other is from Ifa. Iv. 3. ‘I will give 
you the fure mercies of David.” Which importe 
that he would perform the promife made unto 
David in raifing up his feed, the Meffiah, to fit on 
his throne, Acts ii, 30. But not to infift upon 
particular paflages, we may obferve in general, 
that the prophets, by teftifying beforehand the 
fufferings of Chrift, and the glory that fhould fol- 
low, 1 Pet.i. 11. prophefied of his refurretion ; 
for as his fufferings included his death, fo his fol- 
lowing glory neceflarily prefuppofes his rifing from 
the dead. Accordingly, when Jefus had explained 
thefe prophecies to his difciples after his. refurrec- 
tion, he concludes with thefe words, ‘* Thus it is 
written, and thus it behoved Chrift to fuffer, and 
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to rife from the dead on the third day,” &c. Luke 
xxiv. 46. Thefe prophecies prove, that the pro- 
mifed Mefliah was to rife from the dead without 
feeing corruption: It was therefore an event to be 
expected; and when the apoftles with great power 
of miracles gave witnefs of the refurre€tion of Je- 
fus as a paft event, it muft have added great weight 
to their teftimony, when they fhewed that it was 
the exact fulfilment of what had been long before 
predicted by the prophets. See Acts xxvi. 22, 23. 


_ IL Jefus himfelf foretold that he was to rife 
again from the dead-on the third day after his cru- 
cifixion, and that not only to his difciples, as in 
Mat. xvi. 21. and xvii. 23. and xx. 1g. but alfo to 
his enemies, and refted the proof of his divine 
miffion on that event. See Mat. xii. 38, 39, 40. 
John ii. 18, 19, 21. and x. 17, 18. and viii. 28. 
The chief priefts and Pharifees, who condemned 
him, fairly acknowledged his having told them, 
that after three days * he would rife again, Mat. 
xxvil. 63. What I would remark upon this is, 
That if Jefus had intended to impofe upon. man- 
kind by a pretended refurreCtion as the proof of his 
miflion, there could not be a more impolitic ftep 
than thus to forewarn his enemies of it, and to fix 
the very day on which it was to happen; for this 
could not fail to fet them upon their guard, and 
fo they could have eafily detected. aad fruftrated 
his fcheme, which they were every way concerned 


__® After three days does not fignify after three complete days are 
expired ; but is of the fame import with oz the thira day. Com- 
pare 2 Chron. x, 5, with ver. 12. and Efther iv, 16, with. chap. 
v. 1. 
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to do, both to prevent the people from being de= 
ceived, and to vindicate their own conduét in cru- 
cifying him. This conduét then, can never be 
accourited for upon a fuppofition of intended de- 
ceit,. but is a ftrong proof that he was confcious of 
his having a power to lay down his life and to take 
it again, not wichftanding all the power and circum- 
- fpetion of his enemies. They fought a fign from 
him to prove that he was the Meffiah. He had 
fhewn them many figns already which yet did not 
convince them; he therefore refers them to that 
greateft’ of all figns, his refurrection from ‘the ~ 
dead, Mat. xii. 40. and tells them it would hap~ 
pen on the third day after his death: and, laftly, 
he delivers himfelf up into their hands to be cru- 
cified and flain at their infligation, and. under their. 
infpe€tion. Can any thing bear ftronger marks of 
fincerity and truth? Or could his moft inveterate 
and fufpicious enemies defire a fairer opportunity 
to fatisfy themfelves both ss ae truth of his death 
cand refurre€tion ? 


HI. The conduct of Chrif?s enemies affords many 
ftrong corroborating proofs of the truth of his re-. 
furreCtion. Being forewarned of his rifing from 
the dead on the third day (as has been fhewn), and _ 
forefeeing that fuch a report, whetl.-r true or falfe, 
would be followed with very difagreeable confe- 
quences to them, if once it gained credit among 
the people, Acts v.28. and having alfo ‘obferved 
,fach extraordinary works done by Jefus 1 in bik life- 
time, as might induce men the more eafily to be- 
jieve his refurreCtion, John ii. 47, 58. .they took the 
moft effectual meafures that human wifdom could 
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devife, to guard againft all impofition in that matter, 
and to manifeft to all the world, if poffible, that Jefus 
was an impoftor, The firlt ftep they took was to 
make themfelves fure that he was really dead; 
and, that they might not be deceived by appearances, 
his fide was pierced with a fpear, from whence 
iffued forth blood and water, John xix. 33, 34. by 
which it appears, that his heart was pierced, as it 
is probable that the water in the pericatdium, which 
inclofes it, was let out; ard this of itfelf, though 
he had been alive, would have produced inftant 
death. Hence we may fee that if Jefus fhould 
afterwards eppear alive, it muft be a real refurrec- 
tion, feeing he was really dead. Their next care 
was to fecure the fepulchre where his body was 
_depofited. This fepulchre was hewn out of a rock, 
Mark xv. 46. and could not be fecretly digged 
through or undermined; it was a new fepulchre 
too, where never man before was laid, Luke xxiii. 
55. fo that if any arofe from thence it muft have 
been Jefus. The door of it was fhut up witha 
large ftone, and this ftone they fealed, fo that it 
could not be moved in the leaft. without their know- 
ledge: and for, further fecurity, they placed a band 
of armed foldiers to guard againft all attempts from 
without; or, as they themfelves expres it, ‘¢ left his 
difciples come by night and fteal him away, and 
fay unto the people, He is rifen from the dead; fo 
the laft error fhall be worfe than the firft,” Mat. 
Xxvii..63—-66. They were aware that the report 
of his refurrection, if credited, would have more 
influence with the people than all the miracles of 
his life ; and therefore were determined to cut off | 
every poflible pretence for fuch a report. As the 
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time Limited by Jefus for his refurre&tion was but 
fhort, they had no difficulty to keep up an uninter- 
mitted watch, till it was elapfed, and by producing 
the dead body at the end of the third day, they 
would have fully proved that Jefus was a falfe 
prophet, and rendered it for ever impoflible for his 
difciples to give the leaft colour of truth to his re- 
furreGion. ~ 

But though thefe precautious were uetereuit to 
prevent or detect all impofitions, had there been 
any in the cafe; yet they could not reftrain the 
energy of that divine power by which Jefus was 
raifed from the dead. Accordingly we are told, 
that, on the morning of the third day, “ there was 
a great earthquake ; for the angel of the Lord de- 
{fcended from heaven, and came and rolled back 
the ftone from the door, and fat upon it. ‘“ His 
countenance was like lightening, and his raiment 
white as fnow. And for fear of him, the keepers 
did fhake; and became as dead men.—And fome 
of the watch came into the city, and fhewed unto 
the chief priefts all the things that were done,” 
Matth. xxviii. 2, 3, 4, 11. Now all their meafures 
were moft effectually difeoncerted. ‘The very pre= 
cautions they had taken to manifeft the falfehood 
of Chrift’s refurrection, gave evidence on the con- 
trary fide, and manifefted beyond all contradition, 
the truth and reality of it. Though the guards did 
not know the end or defign of Chrift’s refurrec- 
tion; yet they were all witneffes to the fa@t, and 
were very fenfible that there was no human con- 
trivance or deceit in the cafe. 

"The chief priefts finding no ground to doubt the 
| account given by the guards, immediately affembled. 
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with the elders to confult what was to be done, 
ver. 12, -And what was the refult of their deli- 
berations ? Did they. candidly yield to the evidence, 
own Jefus to be the Mefliah, and confefs their 
dreadful guilt i in rejecting, condemning, and cruci- 

_fying him ? Far from it ; their honour, their cha- 
racter, their worldly intereft, and perhaps the fafety 
of their lives forbad fuch a ftep. They had em- 
barked in a controverfy againft the Lord and his A- 
nointed, and they were refolved to proceed and pro- 
fecute with deceit, what they had begun with vio- 
lence ; and therefore “ they gave large money unto 
the foldiers, faying, Say ye, His ditiples came by 
night and {tole him away while we flept,” ver. 12, 
13. Had they not been confounded and infatuated 
in the higheft degree, they would never have put 

_fuch a ftory into the mouth of the guards, as car- 
ried its confutation in its own bofom ; for who could 
ferioufly believe, that the fear of punifhment would 
have fuffered the guards to fleep ; to fleep all, as it 
were, by one confent at the fame time ; or that the 
timorous difciples knew they were afleep, and had 
improved the critical moment at the peril of their 
lives ? 

Who could believe the teftimony of witneffes, 
concerning what was tranfacted when they were 
confefiedly afleep, and could not poflibly fee any 
thing ? Had not the Sanhedrim been greatly per- 
plexed, they never would have thus expofed them- 
felves to a company of mercenaries, and put it in 
their power to divulge their fhame and guilt ; But 
as this was the only expedient, which the circum- 
_ftances of the.cafe fuggefted to them, they were 
obliged to bribe the foldiers to propagate a fenfex 
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lefs lie, and conceal the authors of it, and at the 
fame time, undertook to excufe them to the go- 
vernor for their neglect” of duty, in which they 
might very well hope to fucceed, as he had already 
gratified them in the crucifixion of Jefus, though 
he was perfuaded of his innocenée, and knew that 
for envy they had delivered him’ up, chap. xxvii. 
18, 24. Thus we fee, that though the enemies of 
Jefus were forewarned of his refurre€tion, and took 
all pofible methods to prevent every fuppofable 
ftratagem of his difciples in that manner; yet fo 
far were they from being able fairly to difprove 
the faét, that they were obliged to betake them- 
felves to the moft palpable falfehoods and ee 
artifices to fupprefs the evidence. 

When the Apoftles began to ‘preach the refurrec- 
tion of Chrift to the people, we find the Jewiflr 
rulers ftung to the quick. They faw that fuch a 
teftimony was charging them with the higheft guilt,. 
and bringing that man’s blood upon them, Acts ve 
28. and fo they were highly concerned to vindicate 
themfelves, if poffible, and confute the apoftles 
by thewing the falfehood of their teftimony ; but 
this they were incapable of doing. It would appear 
that, upon refleGtion, they had even given up-with 
the fable they had invented for their fleeping | wit- . 
nefles, as a thing ridiculous, and rather prejudici al 
than ferviceable to their caufe: for though it 
might pafs pretty well as a common faying or re- 
port among the unthinking multitude, who were 
prejudiced againit Jefus ‘and his followers, Mat. 
XXVIll. 15. yet it would not bear to be much infifted 
on, or natrowly canvafled, and would make but a . 
forry evidence to confront the apoftles’ teftimony in 
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any court of judicature ; and therefore, as their laft 
fhift, they had recourfe to the violent meafures of 
imprifoning, threatening and beating the apoftles in 
order to {top their mouths, and, if poffible, to fup- 
_ prefs that truth which, as they could not confute, 
they were unwilling fairly to examine. The {peech 
of Gamaliel,: a member of their council, demon- 
ftrates in the cleareft manner, that they had nothing 
to advance in oppofition to the apoftles’ teftimony, 
and that they even fuppofed it might be true, from 
fome facts of which they were eye-witnefles, and 
could not, though ever fo willing, deny ; for they 
agreed at that time to {pare the lives of the apoftles, 
from this confideration, that if that counfel or work 
_ ‘was of God, they could not overthrow it ; 3 and left 
_ haply they thould be found, in fuch an attempt, 
even to fight againft God, Acts v. 33-41. 

Upon this head I may further add, That many 
of Chrift’s betrayers and murderers were overcome 
by the evidence of his refurrection, and deeply con- 
vinced of their guilt, repented, embraced, and con- 
feffed the faith which they once deftroyed, and 
that at the rifk of all that is held dear to men in 
life. Such were among the three thoufand convert- 
ed at Peter’s fermon, Acts ii. 37—42. and fuch 
was the apoftle Paul, who from a moft cruel and 
* bloody perfecutor, became, from the fulleft convic- 
tion, a moft zealous and fuccefsful promoter of this 
truth. 


IV. The qualifications, charaGer, and condition 
of the chofen witneffes of Chrift’s refurreCtion, to- 
gether with the confequent change that took place 
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upon them, are ftrong Be ie of the truth of 
their teftimony. For, 

1. They could not be deceived themfelves. They 
were numerous, and could not all be deceived, 
1 Cor. xv. 5.—They were perfectly well acquainted 
with Jefus before he fuffered, and could not be 
impofed on by another in his ftead, MISE ATs 22. 
—They had all the means of fatisfa€tion that could 
poflibly be given, for the {pace of forty days, ver. 
3.—They /aw him often, after his refurreCtion, 
and for a confiderable time at once, and that too 
whilft they were together, Luke xxiv. 38, 39, 40- 
—They Acard’ his inftructions, and converfed with 
~him familiarly face to face. They felt and handled 
him, and faw and felt the wounds of his cruci- 
fixion in his hands, feet and fide, Luke xxiv. 39. 
John xx. 20, 27:—and, laftly, they eat and drank 
with him at different times, Luke xxiv. 30, 41, 425 
43. John xxi. 12, 13, 14. Adts x. 41. 

2. As they could not be deceived themfelves, nei- 
ther could they deceive others. This will appear, 
whether we confider the ftate of their minds, or the 
precaution and vigilance of the Jews. They were 
fimple unlearned men, incapable of deep defigns, 
or of contriving and managing any plot that depend- 
edon a nice adjuftment of circumftances. They 
were full of the prejudices of their country, and 
of the notions of an earthly kingdom, and nothing 
was farther from their thoughts, or more op- 
pofite to their inclinations, than the death. of 
Chrift. Hence Peter rebuked him when he fore- 
told’ it, Matt. xvi. 22, At another time, when 
fpeaking to them of his death and refurre€tion, it 
is faid, “ they underftood not that faying, and 
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were afraid to afk him,” Mark ix. 31, 32. They 
did not underftand what his rifing from the dead 
meant, or what end it could anfwer, ver. ro. And 
even after his refurre€tion, before he manifefted 
himfelf to them, it is faid, that * as yet they knew 
not the fcriptures, that he muft rife again from the 
dead,” John xx. 9. Chrift’s death and refurrection 
was no part of their plan. Nothing was farther 
from their thoughts than that, after being ignomi- 
nioufly put to death, he fhould rife again, and fet 
up a kingdom not of this world; and fo we find 
they were quite difconcerted by his death, feemed 
to give up all for loft, Luke xxiv. 21. and could 
not believe one another, ver. 11. John xx. 25. nay, 
fcarcely could they credit their own fenfes that he 
was rifen again. Luke xxiv. 41. From all which it 
appears they neither did nor could contrive a f{cheme 
wherein Chrift’s death and refurreétion was a necef- 
fary part. It was above their abilities, and contrary 
to all their notions of the Meffiah and his kingdom. 

But fuppofing them capable of contriving fuch a 
fcheme, it was ftill impoflible for them to carry it 
‘into execution. The body of Jefus was depofited 
in a fepulchre hewn out of a rock, and a band of 
armed foldiers was placed to guard it againft all at- 
tempts, as has been fhewn. What could the difci- 
ples do in fuch a cafe, were they ever fo willing ? 
The guard was to continue until the time fet for 
Chrift’s refurre€tion was elapfed, and if in that time 
the difciples could not convey away his body, Jefus 
would appear a falfe prophet; and it would be 
equally vain to pretend he was rifen after the time 
limited, as it would be to attempt fuch a teftimony 
whilft the body was ftill to be found in the fepulchre. 

Ee 
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Should they break through the guards, and take him 
away by force, that would,have ruined their {cheme 
at once, asthe foldiers would’ be fufficient..witnel- 
fes againft, them; but this violent. procedure was 
never fo much .as»pretended either by the foldiers 
or the Jews. Nor indeed were the difciples:in any 
condition, or poflefled of refolution fufficient for 
fuch.an attempt, had they been fo inclined, they 
being {cattered.upon the apprehending of Jefus, as 
timorous fheep having no fhepherd. It cannot be 
{uppofed they would-bribe the guards to favour their 
defigns; for. this! alfo’ would. infallibly. ruin their 
icheme, ‘The-union and fidelity of deceivers among 
themfelves is.at beft, but unftable and precarious, 
and can never be-lafting; and in this cafe it is un- 
reafonable to fuppofe that che difciples would trutt 
the whole fuccefs of their {cheme to the fidelity of 
thofe, who, by fuch a connivance as was itfelf a 
breach of the truft repofed in them by their fuperi- 
ors, would difcover themfelves to be the worft of 
cheats... Had. it been poflible for them to, effect - 
this, it can never be imagined that fuch villainous 
confidants would fill continue to fille and canceal 
the matter, without being tempted by the pleafure 
of the thing, the. fervice it might. do to their reli- 
gion, the hopes,of a greater rewardy or ihe hatred 
of fo grols an impefture, to expofe the shame and 
infamy of its authors, Befides, if the Jewith rulers 
had found the: leaft ground to fufpect a connivance 
of this nature they could not fail to find out the 
tuth, by & proper examination of the guards, or by 
fuch other methods.as they found mof effectual to 
operate a dilcovery, in which they were fo deeply 
interefted for their own juftification, And would 
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they not rather have done this than expofe their 
villainy to the foldiers, and bribe them to pro- 
pagate a fenfelefs lie, which’ could never gain 
-eredit with perfons of difcernment ? 

3. The witnefles had v0 motive or incitement to 
give a falfe teftimony in this matter. All deceivers 
have fome advantage or reward in their view, and 
which they propofe to themfelves as the fruit of 
their fraud and deceit; but what advantage could 
the difciples expe€t, by teftifying the refurrection 
of Jefus; had they known it to be a falfehood? 
While Jefus was alive, they might perhaps expect 
fome reward for their attachment to him, either in 
this or in'a future ftate; but when they faw that 
he was dead, and did not rife again according to 
his promife, they would then difcover him to have 
been a deceiver, from whom they could receive no 
benefit in this world, becaufe he, being dead, could 
not beftow it himfelf, and becaufe he, being con- 
demned and put to death as a wicked perfon, they 
could expect no favour, honour or efteem from 
others, on his account, as his memory was detefted 
by the bulk of the Jewith nation. Nor could they 
expect any advantage from a known impoftor, in 
the world to come: Could they think that a-deceiver 
had the power of conferring eternal life beyond 
the grave, who was not able to make good his prc- 
mife, and raife himfelf from the dead 3 or that, in 
this refpect, he could fave others, when he could 
not fave himfelf ? Or could they imagine that a 
holy snd juft God would reward them for impofing 
upon mankind an egregious falfehood ¢ Impoflibie. 

4. As they had nothing to hope for if Jefus was 
not rifen, fo they had every thing to fear in giving, 
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ateftimony of this kind. ‘The perfons who con- 
demned Jefus to death, were the civil and religious 
rulers of the nation, men of the higheft ftation, 
power, and credit among the people. Now to 
teftify that Jefus was rifen, and rewarded of God 
with the higheft glory and honour, was to declare 
his innocence and righteoufnefs in the ftrongeft 
manner, and fo to throw the greateft odium upon 
the moft refpectable chara&ters, by reprefenting 
them as the betrayers and murderers of the true 
Meffiah, the prince of life. They muft have been 
very fhort-fighted indeed, if they did not fee that 
this, would bring upon them the united vengeance 
of thofe men, as in fact it did.. Had they been 
con{cious of forcibly taking away the body, or of 
bribing the guards to fecrecy, they muft have been 
in continual fears that the whole would be divul- 
ged; nor could they be certain that the matter would 
remain a fecret even among themfelves; and, in 
either cafe, they could not expect to efcape with 
impunity. Bat whether it were divulged or not, 
they could expect nothing in this world by bear- 
ing a falfe teflimony to Chriit’s refurrection, but 
infamy, perfecution, poverty, and even death, to- 
gether with the fearful foreboding of judgment in 
the world to come. 

Let us fuppofe they were deceived by falfe hopes 
at firft; yet how fhall we account for their per- 
fevering, when all thefe fuppofed hopes were fruf- 
trated ? Certainly their fufferings and diftreffes muft 
at length have opened their eyes, and convinced 
them of the vanity of all the expeCtations that de- 
ceivers could be fuppofed to have, and then they 
mutt either have given up the caufe, or have per- 
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fifted in it, not only deftitute of, but contrary to, 
_all the motives or principles that can be fuppofed 

to influence human nature. We fee, indeed, men 

perfifting in vicious courfes contrary to their in- 
, tereft, and even to the ruining of their chara&ers, 
fortunes, fouls and bodies; but then it is for the 
prefent gratification of fome predominant appetite 
or paffion; but as the apoftlec’ teftimony could ad- 
minifter no fuch gratification, fo the whole of their 
doétrine was every way oppofite to all ungodlinefs 
and worldly lufts, exhibiting the julteft view of 
the divine charaéter, the ftrongeft obligations and 
motives to holinefs in heart and life, and the moft 
dreadful view of the evil confequences of fin. And 
with this doctrine their own lives exa@ly corref- 
ponded. ‘Fhey exhibited an unblemifhed. example 
of fobriety, righteoufnefs, and godlinefs, attended 
with the greateft mortification, felf-denial, and con- 
tempt of earthly things, facrificing all for a good 
eonfcience. ‘What but the ftrongeft conviction of 
the truth of their teftimony, and the moft certain: 
profpeét of a glorious life beyond the grave, could 
make them hold faft the word of their teftimony, 
defpife the riches, honours, and pleafures: of this- 
world, rejoice in their fevereft fufferings for it, and. 
cheerfully lay down their lives to confirm it? 

§- The wosderful and fudden change which took 
place upon the apoftles, within the fpace of fifty 
days after the crucifixion of their Mafter,.is a ftrong 
proof of his refurre€tion, and can never be account- 
ed for upon any other principle. While he was 
with them, during his perfonal miniftry upon earth, 
they occafionally difcovered a great deal of igno~ 
rance refpecting the end of his coming into the 
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world, the work he was to finifh, and the fpiritual 


nature of his kingdom. They were exceedingly 
flow in receiving his inftru€tions, their minds being 
pre-occupied with Jewifh prejudices, fo that when 


he was juft about to be apprehended, he tells them, - 


«‘ T have yet many things to fay unto you, but ye 
cannot bear them now ;” but at the fame time, he 
gives them to underftand, that they fhould be fully 
inftru&ted in a little while after his death, John 
Xvi. 12, 13. Chap. xiv. 25, 26. They had worldly 
notions of the kingdom of the Mefliah, were ambi- 
tious of promotion to the chief places in it, and dif- 
puted among themfelves who fhould be the greateft, 
Mat. xviii. 1. chap. xx. 21. Mark ix. 33, 34. Luke 
xxi. 24, They were fearful and apt to be inti- 
midated on any appearance of danger. Hence they 
attempt to diffuade their Mafter from going into 
Judea, John xi. 8. When he was apprehended, 
Peter, the moft courageous and forward amongit 
them, denied him, and the reft forfook him and 
fled, being fcattered as timorous fheep who have 
uo fhepherd, Mark xiv. 27, go, 71. 

But, behold the amazing change which took 
place upon them foon after. Divefted of their 
worldly views and ambition, they were enlightened 
in the myfteries of the kingdom of heaven, and 
publifhed the gofpel with great boldnefs, freedom, 
and irrefiftible evidence; nor were they intimi- 


dated by all the threatenings of their powerful ad-. 


verfaries, but, with ar Pees. refolution and forti- 
tude, they declared their teftimony in the prefence 
of kings and councils, and rejoiced in being counted 
worthy to fuffer fhame for the name of. Chrift, AGs 
ii, iv. v. and xxvi. while they gave up with all hope 
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of worldly happinefs or preferment in this life, and 
looked forward with joyful hope to a ftate of end- 
lefs felicity beyond the grave, 2 Cor. v. Phil. iii. 
‘This change cannot be accounted for, without ad- 


_ mitting that they had the fulleft conviGtion of the 


- 


truth of what they teftified; that they were in- 
{tructed of Chrift after his refurrection ; that he 
opened their underftanding, that they might un- 
derftand the f{eriptures, Luke xxiv. 27, 44, 45, 46. 
that he infpired them with fortitude and refolution, 
and that, according to his promife, he endued them 
with power from on high; and gave them a mouth 
and wifdom which all their adverfaries were not 
able to gainfay, nor refift. A€ts i. 4, 5. chap. ii. 4. 
Luke xxi. 15. 


V. The truth of Chrift’s refurrection is fully efta- 
blifhed by the /upernatural witne/s of the Holy Spirit, 
which is the witnefs of God himfelf. When 
Jefus afcended on high, he poured out upon his 
apoftles the Holy Spirit in his miraculous gifts, 
according to his promife. ‘This was not only an evi- 
dence of his refurrection, but of his exaltation to 
the right hand of God; and hereby the apoftles 
were endowed with power from on high, both to 
deciare and confirm their teftimony. By this thefe 
illiterate Galileans were furnifhed all at once with 
the gift of tongues, fo that the numerous multitude 
from all nations of the world, who were then at 
Jerufalem, heard them declaring the wonderful 
works of God in the various languages of their re-: 
{pe€tive countries, Acts ii. 6, 7,8. By the fame 
Spirit they were alfo endowed with the power of 
working miracles, fuch as curing the lame and 
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blind, healing the fick, raifing the dead, &c. and 
thefe miraculous gifts were exercifed in the moft 
public manner, fo that their moft inveterate ene- 
mies could not deny them. Acts iii. 7—12. chap. 
iv. 14, 15, 16. chap. v. 12, 15,16. The apoftles 
difclaimed all their own power and holinefs in 
performing thefe miracles, and attributed them en- 
tirely to God, or to the name of the rifen and ex- 
alted Jefus, chap. iii. 12, 16. chap. iv. 10. Indeed © 
they could be afcribed to no other caufe; for they 
were not only above the power of man, but of fuck 
a nature as not to admit of fecond caufes, they 
being altogether above the eftablifhed laws of na-« 
ture. Our Lord fhews the abfurdity as well as un- 
pardonable wickednefs of afcribing thefe wonder- 
ful works to the agency of demons. As they were 
altogether beyond the power of Satan to perform, 
fo they were perfe@lycontrary to his inclination, they 
being defigned to confirm a do&trine which was every 
way hoftile to his kingdom and intereft among 
men ; a doctrine which taught men the knowledge 
of the true God, and influenced them to fear, love 
and obey him. One fpecies of thefe miracles was, 
that of ejecting demons ; and how abfurd would it 
be to fuppofe, that Satan would intentionally over- 
throw his own kingdom, by commencing hotftilities 
againft his infernal affociates, and fo be divided 
againft himfelf ? Mat. xii. 24—37. 

But it may be afked, how do thefe miracles, prove 
that Chrift rofe from the dead? or what connec- 
tion is there between a miracle and the truth of 
another fact ? The anfwer is obvious: The apoftles 
teftified the refurrection of Jefus, and wrought 
thefe miracles in the fight of all men for the ex- 


OF CHRIST’S RESURRECTION. 333 


prefs purpofe of confirming the truth of that fa&. 
They teftified that Jefus was rifen, exalted, and 
made both Lord and Chrift; and God, by fuch 
fupernatural works of his power as are peculiar to 
himfelf, gave a vifible atteftation from heaven to 
the truth of what they declared. Thus “ God 
bore them witnefs, both with figns and wonders, 
and with divers miracles, and diftributions of the 
Holy Spirit, according to his own will,” Heb. 
Hie4e ots oc 

The apoftles performed thefe miracles by the 
faith of. Jefus and invocation of his name, and af- 
cribed them to his power, Acts iii. 16. chap. iv. 
to. chap. ix. 34. Now this was not only a de- 
claration of his refurrection from the dead, but a 
demonitration of it to the very fenfes of men, by 
thefe vifible effe€ts of his power in his rifen and 
exalted ftate. Jefus had done many miracles du- 
ring his miniftry upon earth ; but he tells his difci- 
ples that they fhould ‘« do greater works than thefe, 
becaufe,” fays he, * I go unto my Father: And 
whatfoever ye fhall afk in my name, that will I po” 
John xiv. 12, 13. We find them accordingly 
afking the Father in his name, ‘“* Grant unto thy 
fervants, that with all boldnefs they may {peak thy 
word, by ftretching forth thine hand to heal; and 
that figns and wonders may be done by the name 
of thy holy child Jefus,” Acts iv. 29, 30. Jefus, 
according to his promife, anfwered their prayers by 
doing thofe things which they had afked the Father in 
his name, and thus manifelted, beyond all contra- 
didtion, that, though he had been dead and buried, 
he was now alive and wrought with the Father 
and Spirit in every divine work. And thus, in his 
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glorified ftate he characterifes himfelf to his fervant 
John, “I am the Firft and the Laft, and the Living 
One, and became dead; and, behold, I am living 
for evermore, Amen; and have the keys of hades 
and of death.” 


The AGREEMENT of the different Accounts of what 
happened on the day of his refurreétion. 


On comparing the accounts given by the four 
Evangelifts of the particulars which took place on 
the day of Chrift’s refurrection, fome difficulties 
occur, particularly in finding out their exact order, 
and in adjufting the different circumftances re- 
lating to them, fo as to make their perfect har- 
mony appear. Though I do not pretend to avoid 
all miftakes on this fubje@, yet if I can fucceed fo 
far as to evince that there is no inconfiftency in the 
different accounts, my end is gained. I {hall 
therefore, in the firft place, make a few general 
remarks; and then arrange all the particulars into 
what I take to be their order and connection. I 
remark, 

1. That no fingle Evangelift gives a full account 
of all that happened from Chrift’s refurre€tion to his 
afcenfion. John admits this with regard to his ac- 
count, chap. xx. 30. We find feveral particulars 
recorded by fome of the Evangelifts, which are 
omitted by others ; and there is reafon to believe, 
that many tranfaCtions took place both before and 
after Chrift’s death, which are not recorded by any 
of them; fee John xxi. 25. Yet John confidered 
what he had written as fufficient to convince men 


that Jefus is the Chrift, the Son of God, chap. xx. 
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31. But from this it is evident, that we cannot 
have the whole even of what is recorded, without 
colleCting it from all the Evangelifts. 

2. The Evangelifts do not always obferve an 
exact chronological order in their narrations, but 
fometimes omit the circurnftances of time and 
place; nor do they always ufe the fame expreffions 
in their feveral relations of the fame things, nor 
{tate them with the fame minutenefs. Hence an 
attempt to arrange all the materials in exact order, 
is attended with difficulty, and in fome inftances 
with uncertainty. But fuch circumftantial dif- 
ferences do not in the leaft affect the truth or con- 
fiftency of the feveral accounts. They indeed 
fhew, that the facred penmen did not. write in 
concert, nor combine together and confult with 
each other as to every circumftantial minutiz, that. 
they might avoid every colour or fhew of difference, 
as cunning men would have done to avoid detec- 
tion: But this very circumftance, inftead of weak- 
ening the credibility of their narratives, affords a 
confiderable argument for their truth. ‘They write 
under the direction of the Holy Spirit, like men of 
integrity, fully convinced of the truth and impor- 
tance of their fubject; and while they fhew a 
noble negligence as to fome minute circumftances, 
perfeQtly agree as to the fats. ‘Their main defign 
was to give an account of the character and’ miflion 
of Jefus Chrift, and of his do€trine, miracles, fuf- 
ferings, death, refurre€tion, and afcenfion, with 
the great end of the whole; in all which there is 
the moft complete agreement and perfect con- 
fiftency with each other. — 

3. The principal events which took place on the 
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day of Chrift’s refurrection, (the period which we 
have particularly in view,) are mentioned by all the 
Evangelifts, fuch as the women’s early vifit to the 
fepulchre—their errand_ there—their finding the 
{tone rolled away, and the body of Jefus gone— 
their feeing a vifion of angels, who told them he 
was rifen, and defired them to inform his difciples 
—their a€tually doing fo—the incredulity of the 
difciples—Chrift’s appearing firft to the women, 
and afterwards to the difciples when met together, 
€g’c. As they all agree in thefe fats, the only dif- 
ficulty lies in a feeming difference as to fome cir- 
cumftances relating to them. To remove this dif- 
ficulty we muft attend to fome particulars which 
are apt to efcape the reader’s notices as, 

(1.) That there were a number of women enga- 
ged in the defign of embalming his body, viz. Mary 
Magdalene, Mary the mother of James, Salome, 
Joanna, and certain other women with them, whofe 
names are not mentioned, fee Mark xvi. 1. Luke 
xxiii. 55, 56. chap. xxiv. 1, 10. Thefe women do 
not appear to have been all in one company, nor to 
have come to the fepulchre at the fame time, nor 
to have met all together there, but fome left it be- 
fore others arrived, and had different appearances 
of angels made to them, and meffages given them. 

(2.) There were two different appearances of 
angels made to the women. ‘The firft is mentioned 
in Mark xvi. 5, 6, 7. and in Luke. xxiv. 4—8. 
The laft in Mat. xxviii. 5, 6, 7. and in John xx. 
11, 12, 13. ‘That thefe were two different appear- 
ances is. Clear: for after the firft appearance of 
angels none of the women faw Jefus; but after 
the fecond. appearance, Jefus revealed himfelf to 
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Mary, John xx. 15—18. and. foon after. this to 
fome other of the women, Mat. xxviii. 9, 10. From 
this, and fome other circumftances, it appears, that 
both Matthew and John pafs over the firft vifion of 
angels which the women faw, and-only mention 
the fecond. Matthew indeed mentions only one 
angel, whereas John mentions two ;. but that makes 
no difference as to the fat; for though two ap- 
peared, one only might addrefs them. In like 
manner it is clear,: that the two Marys and Salome 
went firft to the fepulchre, Mark xvi. 1. yet John 
only mentions Mary Magdalene, chap. xx. 1. but 
an omiflion is no contradiction. 

(3.) Mary Magdalene vifited the fepulchre twice. 
The firft time, fhe faw. the {tone had been removed, 
‘and, concluding the body was taken away, fhe im- 
mediately ran to tell Peter and John, Joh. xx. 1, 2. 
Then fhe returned to the fepulohres: and ftood there 
weeping, ver. II, 12. 

(4.) Peter alfo went twice to the “fepulehre. 
‘Firft, along with John upon Mary’s intelligence, 
John xx. 6, 7., Next, upon obtaining further in- 
formation from a company of the women, Luke 
XXiv, 12. 

The:above-mentioned particulars do not. appear 
without confulting and comparing all the Evange- 
lifts; but, if duly confidered; will be found ufeful 
in reconciling the different accounts. With thefe 
particulars in view, I fhall now give, a‘ brief detail 
of the whole tranfaCtions of. that memorable day, 
placing them in what I confider to be their proper 
order and connection. 

During the time of our Lord’s lying in the grave, 
feveral of the women. who had attended him from 
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Galilee, together with fome of their female friends 
- at Jerufalem, having obferved the fepulchre, and 
how his body was laid, agreed to meet there early 
on the morning of the firft day of the week, to 
embalm his body, Luke xxiii. 55, 56. 

The two Marys and Salome feem to have fet out 
(xen) before the time appointed; for they came 
very early while it was yet dark, Mark xvi. 1. John 
xx. 1. and their defign was (¢ewgnes) to view the 
fepulchre, Matt. xxviii. 1. that they might judge 
whether they and their companions could remove 
the ftone by which it was fhut up; for it does not 
appear that they then knew any thing of the guard. 
that had been placed upon it. 

While they were on their way, or perhaps a 
little before they fet out, Jefus arofe, the guard 
fled, and the angel who had rolled away the ftone, 
it would feem, difappeared for atime, Matt. xxviil. 
2,3, 4. Mary Magdalene, as fhe approached the 
fepulchre, perceiving that the ftone was removed, 
concluded that the body of Jefus was taken away, 
and, leaving the other Mary and Salome to wait for 
Joanna and her company, fhe immediately ran to 
tell Peter and John, Joh. xx. 2. 

While fhe was abfent, the other Mary and Sa- 
lome entered into the fepulchre, and faw an angel, ° 
who told them that Jefus was not there, but was 
rifen from the dead, defiring them to acquaint his 
difciples with this, and that he would meet with 
them in Galilee. The greatnefs of their confterna- 
tion prevented them from faying any thing imme- 
diately to any one, Mark xvi. sg. This, and their 
meeting with Jefus as they returned, occafioned 
fonie delay of their report. 
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They were nct long gone when Peter and Johw 
‘(perhaps pafling by them at fome diftance) came 
Yunning, and Mary Magdalene following them. 
‘John at his firft arrival only looked into the fepul- 
chre; but when Peter came and entered into it, 
John went inalfo, and, from the ftate in which he 
found things there, believed that Jefus was rifen, 
though the angel did not render himfelf vifible to 
either. ‘Then both of them immediately returned 
‘to their own home, John xx. 4—1r1. 

Mary Magdalene was now left alone, and re- 
mained at the fepulchre weeping; but ftooping 
down and looking in, fhe faw two angels, who 
Jatked her the caufe of her grief. She replied, it 
was becaufe they had taken away her Lord, and 
fhe knew not where they had laid him, But quick- 
ly turning herfelf back, fhe faw Jefus, whom fhe 
miftook for the gardener, who made himfelf known 
to her, and gave her a meflage to his difciples, 
John xx. 11, 12, 13. , Thus he appeared frit to. 
Mary Magdalene, Mark xvi.‘g.. 

Leaving her fuddenly, Jefus appeared to. the 
other Mary and. Salome as they went, whom he 
permitted to embrace his feet, comforted them 

under their fear, and renewed. the affurance the 
angel had before given them, that he would meet 
his difciples in Galilee, Mat. xxviii. 9, 10. 

~ While thefe things were pafling at fome diftance, 
and none remained at the fepulchre, Joanna and 
her company (of whom Luke only writes) came 
‘there, and, entering it, at firft faw none in it, till 
two angels, who a few minutes before had appeared 
‘to Mary Magdalene, made themfelves vifible to 
them, and told them that Jefus was rifen, remind- 
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ing them of his words concerning his crucifixion, 
and refurrection. Luke xxiv. 3—8. . Some of this 
company ran to the city, and happened to find the 
eleven and fome other difciples with them, before 
the two Marys and Salome could find them, tel- 
ling them that they had feen a vifion of angels who 
told them that Jefus was alive, ver. 9, 23.. This is 
all the intelligence which thefe women could give ; 
for as yet none of that company had feen Jefus 
himfelf. As to what is faid, ver. 10, 11. it re 
{pects all the women who informed the apoitles 
firft and laft. ; 

Upon the intelligence of Joanna and. her com- 
panions, Peter ran a fecond time to the fepulchre, 
and found it in the fame ftate as formerly with the 
dinen cloathes lying, but faw no angel, Luke xxiv. 
12. But it feems that in his return to the city he 
met with Jefus himfelf; for Paul mentions Cephas 
as the firft of the apoftles who faw him after his 
refurreCtion, 1 Cor. xv. 5. 

At laft the two Marys and Salome. arrived, and 
told the difciples that they had actually feen the 
Lord ; but their words feemed to them as idle tales, 
and they believed them not, Luke xxiv. 10, II. 
Mark xvi. g—12. 

The fame day Jefus appeared to two of his difci- 
ples who were going to Emmaus, who had heard 
only the women’s firft report. After he had made 
himfelf known unto them, they returned imme- 
diately to Jerufalem, and found the eleven gathered 
together, and them that were with them, who ap- 
pear to have given credit to Peter’s teftimony; for 


they faid, “‘ The Lord is rifen indeed, and hath, 
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appeared to Simon” and to this thefe two difciples 
added their teftimony, Luke xxiv. 33, 34, 35. 

Laftly, While they were converfing on this fub- 
jet, Jefus himfelf ftood in the midft of them, blam- 
' ed their fears, fhewed them his pierced hands and 
feet, and eat before them, Luke xxiv. 36— 4. 
With regard to his fubfequent appearances and con- 
verfations with them, they are all eafily adjufted, 
and therefore I fhall proceed no further on this 
head. 


TBs naaevest of Chriff's Refurrection. 
Tue refurreCtion of Chrift, once eftablithed, fup- 


plies us with a new principle of reafoning. It 
opens to usa new path, which leads us to the dif- 
' covery of many capital truths. Moft of the doc- 
trimes we are required to believe, and of the duties 
we are commanded to praétife, are fo many in- 
_ ferences naturally deducible from this fact. But 
I fhall confine myfelf to what the apoftles have 
_ exprefsly ftated-as its import. 

1. It importsy That Fefus is the Chrift the Son of 
God. ‘The refurrection is one of the prophetic cha- 
racteriftics of the-Methah, as Peter fhews at large, 
A&ts ii. 2s—37. ‘To this Jefus refers the unbe- 
lieving Jews, as anfwering to the fign of the pro- 
phet-Jonas. And Pauldays, that he was declar- 
ed to be the Son of God with power, according to 
the Spirit of holinefs, by his refurreétion from the 
dead,” Rom. i. 4. It was therefore a full proof of 
his being the true Mefliah the Son of God, and fully 
determined the controverfy between him and the 
Jews, 

2. Itisa proof of the perfeéiion and efficacy of 

ig 
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the atonement which he made by his death. The 
apoftle fays, * If Chrift be not raifed—ye are yet 
in your fins,” 1 Cor. xy. 17. plainly intimating, 
that his refurrection was a proof of the efficacy of 
his facrifice to take away fin, and that he was 
raifed again for our juftification, Rom. iv. 25. 

3. It imports the refurreétion of the faints at the 
laft day, and is the proof and example of it. ‘This 
the apoftle argues at large, 1 Cor. xv. where he 
fhews, that * if the dead rife not, then is not 
Chrift raifed—But now is Chrift rifen from the 
dead, and become the firft fruits of them that 
flept: For fince by man came death, by man came 
alfo the refurreCtion of the dead. For as in 
Adam all die, fo in Chrift fhall all be made alive,” 
5c. ver. 16—23. 

4. His refurreGtion imports, that the judgment of 
the werld is commuitted to him. So Paul informs the 
Athenians, that * God now commandeth all men | 
every where to repent; becaufe he hath appointed 
a day in the which he will judge the world in 
tighteoufnefs, by that man whom he hath ordained ; 
whereof he hath given aflurance unto all men, in 
that he hath raifed him from the dead.” Ads 


EVI. 30, 31. 
The MORAL INFLUENCE .of Chrif?’s refurreétion. 


Tne Apoftles did not fatisfy themfelves with 
bearing witnefs to the truth of Chrift’s refurreGtion 
mefely as a fact, nor with giving a mere do@trinal 
{late of its import; but they alfo fet forth its im- 
portance and ufefuinefs in relation to its inflyence 
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on the heart and life. The experimental know- 
ledge and powerful influence of this grand truth, 
in a more abundant degree, feems to be what Paul 
fo earneftly defired, when he fays, “ That I may 
know him, and the power of his refurrection.” 
Phil. iii. ro. 

1. The refurreCtion of Chrift, once eftablithed, 
has the moft powerful influence in producing faith 
in the whole of the gofpel revelation. As it is by 
his refurre€tion he is determined the Son of God 
with power, Rom.i. 4. fo it eftablifhes our faith 
in the truth of all his do€trine and promifes, and in 
the eflicacy of his whole work, as Redeemer. It is 
by his refurrection we are convinced that his death 
was a complete atonement for fin; and fo jultify- 
ing faith is defcribed as a believing on him that 
raifed up Jefus our Lord from the dead, Rom. iv. 24. 
a believing in the heart that God hath raifed him 
from the dead, ch. x. 9. We could not have faith in 
the fufliciency of the atonement could we only fay, 
s Jt is Chrift that died,” unlefs we could alfo 
triumphantly add, “ Yea, rather that is rifen again, 
who is even at the right hand of God, who alfo 
maketh interceflion for us.” Chap. viii. 34. nor 
could we glory in his crofs without believing that 
he “ was raifed again for our juftification, chap. 
iv. 25. for * if Chrift be not raifed, our faith is 
vain; we are yet in our fins.” 1 Cor. xv. 17. 
Without this we could have no evidence of his vic- 
tory over death, or of his defeating him that had 
the power of death, nor any affurance of a refur- 
rection to eternal life by him; on the contrary, if 
Chrift be not rifen, “ then they alfo who are fallen 
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afleep in Chritt are perifhed.” 1 Cor. xv 18. “But 
now that’ Chrift hath rifen from the dead, this glo- 
tious fa&t is not to be confidered merely as a 
detached article of faith,- but as involving and de- 
monftrating all other truths which we are required 
to believe unto our falvation. If once this fac 
ftands as an-infallible truth in the heart, faith re- 
quires no more for its fupport; every thing then 
appears eafy; confiftent, and fatisfying. ~Here- 
faith takes its ftand as on a rock, and from thenée 
furveys and traces with pleafure the ftability of the 
whole fyftem of divine truth. 

2. The refurre€tion of Chrift is the foundation 
of Aope. The import of this fact, when perceived 
and believed, is fufficient to infpire the moft guilty 
and defponding finner with good hope towards 
God. It imports, that Chrift, as the fubftitute of 
the guilty, hath made full fatisfa€tion for fin by 
his death, and that he hath obtained a full difcharge 
in his refurrection from the dead. It demonftrates 
that God is placated ‘and fully well pleafed with 
his facrifice, and demands no more. Heb. x. 14, 
17, 18. By his bringing Chrift again from the 
dead, through the blood’ cf the everlafting cove- 
nant, he reveals himfelf as the God of peace. Heb; 
xili. 20. This alone is the fpring of ‘good hope to 
a guilty finner, and not any change which he feels 
in himfelf.~ It is: the amiable ‘charafter of God 
difplayed in this fa€t,as the God of peace, that 
gives peace to the troubled confcience.  Juftice is 
amiable in itfelf, and an. effential property of the 
divine character, but it affords no ground: of hope 
to the finner till he fees its demands: fully fatished, 
and he has no evidence of this but in the refurrece 
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tion of Chrift. It is this which gives the anfwer 
of a good confcience towards God. 1 Pet. iii. 21. 
—Further, it is by the refurre€tion of Chrift that 
God begets his people to the lively hope of future 
glory. So Peter gratefully declares, * Blefled be 
the.God and Father of our Lord Jefus Chrift, who, 
according to his abundant mercy, hath begotten us 
» again unto a lively hope, by the refurrection of Je- 
fus Chrift from the dead, to an inheritance, incor- 
ruptible, and undefiled, and that fadeth not away.” 
1 Pet. 1.3, 4. In this great gofpel-truth we fee 
death abolifhed, and life and immortality brought 
to light, 2 Tim.i.10. Chrift rofe from the dead as 
the firft fruits of them that flept, 1 Cor. xv. 20. and 
there was a fample given of the power of his re- 
furrection in the bodies of many of the faints which 
flept arifing out of their graves, and appearing unto 
many. Matth. xxvii. 52,,53- ~Such is the connec. 
tion of the refurre€tion of Chrift with the refurrec- 
tion of the faints that they ftand or fall together ; 
s‘ If there be no refurre€tion of the dead, then is 
‘Chrift not rifen.” 1 Cor. xv. 13. Every proof there- 
fore of his refurreCtion proves theirs, and that with 
equal certainty. This therefore is a fure founda- 
tion of lively hope, even the “ hope of eternal life, 
which God, who cannot lie, promifed before the 
times of ages ;—but is now made manifeft by the 
_ appearing of our Saviour Jefus Chrift, who hath 
abolifhed death, and brought life and immortality 
to light through the gofpel.” Tit. i. 2. 2 Tim.i. 10. 

3. Thofe who believe in their heart that God 
hath raifed up Jefus from the dead, and are be- 
gotten again to a lively hope by it, muft feel the 
fandtifying influence of this truth on their hearts 


and affections. ‘ Through the faith of the opera- 
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tion of God, who: hath railed Chrift hg the dead, 
thofe who were dead in their fins are quickened to- 
gether with him,” ‘having all their trefpaffes for- 
given; and are raifed up together with him, and 
made to fit together in heavenly places in Chrift,” 
Col. ii. 12. Eph. ii. 6 This has a powerful influ- 
ence upon heavenly mindednefs, and upon this 
principle it is urged, “If ye then be rifen with 
Chriit, feek thofe things‘ which are above, where 
Chrift fitteth on the right hand of God.’ Set your 
affections on things above, not on things on the 
earth: for ye are dead, and your life is hid with 
Chrift in God, When Chrift who is our hfe thall 
appear, then fhall ye alfo appear with him in glory.” 
Col, iii."1—gs. The faith of this truth purifies the 
heart both from the guilt of fin and worldly lufts. 
It elevates the mind above every grovelling and en- 
tangling attachment to earthly things, and fpiritual-~ 
izes the affeCtions. How infignificant muft the . 
momentary enjoyments of this prefent life appear 
when compared with the glories of eternity, which 
open upon the mind through the refurreétion of 
Chrift! The hope of this is of a purifying nature 5 
for itis affirmed as a certain truth that, « every 
man that hath this poue in him purifieth himfeif, 
even as he is pure.” 1 John iii. 3. Carnal men in- 
deed naturally love happinefs, and may entertain pre- 
fumptuous hopes of heaven, according to their no- 
tions of it; but in reality they have no idea of 
heavenly happinefs, nor any tafte or relifh for it, 
~confequently can neither hope for, nor enjoy it: 
But the true hope of heaven includes the love and 
defire of its enjoyments, which are all pure and 
{piritual, and it carries this along with it, that with- 
out holinefs no man fhall fee the Lord, or be capa+ 
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ble of enjoying him, and therefore muft neceflarily 
be of a purifying nature. 

4. The refurreCtion of Chrift has the moft power- 
ful influence on obedience. It proves that he is 
made both Lord and Chrift, and eftablithes his 
authority as our fupreme king, lawgiver and judge 
to whom we are accountable. « For to this end 
Chrift both died, and rofe, and revived, that he 
might be Lord both of the dead and living.” Rom. 
xiv. 9. He died “ that he might redeem us from 
all iniquity, and. purify to himfelf a peculiar people, 
zealous of good works.” Tit. ii. 14. But it is in 
his rifing and reviving that we fee the power and 
efficacy of his death to redeem; for he was raifed 
again for our juftification. The love of Chrift, 
which is the great conftraining motive to live unto 
him, is difcovered not only in his dying for us, but 
in his rifing again, 2 Cor. v. 14, 15. It is from the 
doétrine of Chrift’s refurre€tion, and confequently 
of the refurreCtion of the faints, that the apoftle 
urges obedience upon believers, “ Wherefore my 
‘beloved brethren, be ye ftedfaft, unmoveable, always 
abounding in the work of the Lord; forafinuch as 
ye know that your labour is not in vain in the 
Lord.” 1 Cor. xv. 58. 

5. The refurrection of Chrift, and the hope 
grounded on it, is a fource of confolation amidft all the 
afflictions of this life. ‘The hope which fupported 
the firft Chriftians under perfecutions of various 
kinds, and kept them from fainting, is thus exprefl- 
ed by the apoftle, « Knowing that he who raifed 
up the Lord Jefus, fhall raife us up alfo by Jefus, 
and fhall prefent us with you.” 2 Cor. iv. 14. ‘That 
hope to which they were begotten by the refurrec- 
tion of Chrift from the dead, made them greatly 
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rejoice, even ‘when under’ the. preflure of mani- . 
fold trials, 1 Pet i. 3—7.—This- is the grand con- 
folation propofed to alleviate our grief when death 
has bereft us of our Chriftian relations: *“ But I 
would not have you to be ignorant, brethren, con- 
cerning them who are afleep, that ye forrow not, 
even as others who have no hope. For if we be- 
lieve that Jefus died and rofe again, even fo them 
alfo who fleep in Jefus will God bring with him.” 

1 Theff, iv.-13, 14.—It is through faith in Chrift’s 
refurrection and victory over death, that the believer 
triumphs in the. profpe&t of his own diffolution. 
He knows that Chrift hath abolifhed death, depri- 
ved it of its fting by expiating fin, and hath remoy-. 
ed the curfe of the law which gave fin its ftrength. 
to wound ; fo that he can triumphantly exclaim,. 
“© O Death, where is thy fting? O Grave, where 
is thy victory ? The fting of death is fin; and the 
ftrength of fin is the law: But thanks be to God 
who giveth us the victory, through our Lord Jefus 
Chrift.”- 1 Cor. xvy 55, 56, 67. 

Thus it appears, that- the refurre€tion of Chrift 
is not only the great proof of the truth of the gofpel 
in general, and of every article of the faith in par- 
ticular, but has the moft powerful influence on all 
who really believe it in producing. true holinefs of 
heart and life. How important then is the exhorta- 
tion which Paul gives to Timothy, “ Remember 
that Jefus Chrift, of the feed of David, was raifed 
from the dead, according to my gofpel?” 2 Tim. 


ii. 8. 
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